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CERTIFIED MAIL: NOTICE OF VIOLATION

Jackson A. Ransohoff, President
Neutron Products, Inc.

22301 Mt. Ephraim Road

P.O. Box 68

Dickerson MD 20842

RE: Radioactive Material License #MD-31-025-01
Dear Mr. Ransohoff:

This letter refers to the radioactive materials inspection conducted by Ms. Mary
Lally, and Messrs. Ray Manley, Bob Nelson and Alan Jacobson of the Maryland
Department of the Environment’s (MDE) Radiological Health Program (RHP) on
February 23, 24 and March 4, 2004. The inspection team examined radiation safety and
compliance with the conditions of your license. They evaluated adherence to procedures
and proper maintenance of records, through interviews with personnel, general
observations, and independent measurements.

During the inspection, certain activities were found to be in violation of the
Department’s requirements. These findings were discussed with Ms. Kathy Bupp, and
Messrs. Jeffrey Williams, and William Ransohoff during the licensee management exit
interview held on March 4, 2004. The violations found are listed in the enclosed
“Description of Violations.” In addition to the violations found, the RHP has identified
the following concerns:

1. Inspection findings reveal that NPI still does not have sufficient trained
personnel, financial resources and management commitment to
decommission the Limited Access Area (LAA) in a timely, safe and
predictable manner as required.

2. NPI continues to release radioactive materials into the environment in an
uncontrolled manner,
3. Dickerson residents living near the plant are being exposed to unnecessary

levels of radiation caused by radioactive waste stored on site. NPI has
consistently and irresponsibly missed many waste shipment deadlines.
NPI still does not have a written plan or a commitment from management
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to ship approxim‘ately 2500 curies of radioactive waste prior to the August
2004 deadline.

4. NPI has still not submitted an adequate decommissioning plan or waste
disposal plan prepared in accordance with licensed waste shipment
criteria.

5. Specific to the long ongoing and unclosed nature of many violations, NPI
management and their Health Physics Consultant have not been effective
in resolving these violations and concerns. Most of these violations and
concerns are not being addressed in either the monthly radiation protection
audits or the annual review of the radiation protection program-content
and implementation. The monthly audits were often found to address
issues unrelated to problems at the Dickerson facility and appear to
provide only minimal improvement to the radiation safety program at NPI

6. NPI continues to operate under a court order-permanent injunction without
an approved waste disposal plan and an approved decommissioning plan.
Furthermore, NPI still has not implemented corrective actions necessary to
comply with ongoing violations regarding waste disposal, soil
concentration limits, radiation levels, releases of radioactive material,
financial assurance for decommissioning and license termination.

As a result of these findings, you are required to take immediate action to correct
the violations and to respond to this letter and the enclosed “Description of Violations™
within twenty (20) calendar days of your receipt of this notice. Written statements should
be provided for the concerns and each of the violations and concems indicating:

a. Corrective steps, which have been or will be taken by you to remedy the
present violations and concerns, and the results achieved or anticipated;

b. Corrective steps which will be taken to avoid further violations and
concerns, who will undertake these steps, and who will supervise them,;
and

c. The date when full compliance will be achieved.

Failure to provide these statements in the required time frame may result in the
Department taking escalated enforcement action under Maryland Radiation Regulations
to: .

(a) modify, revoke or suspend your license,

(b)  issue a Departmental Order under the Annotated Code of Maryland,
Environment Article, Sections 1-301 and 8-101 through 8-601, and
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(c) seek an administrative penalty of up to $1,000 per violation, per day
[Section 8-150(b)], or a civil penalty in Circuit Court in an amount not
exceeding $10,000 per violation, per day [Section 8-509(b)].

Please be reminded that Departmental compliance letters and licensee responses
shall be posted pursuant to the requirements of the Maryland regulations, Section J.11(d)
titled, “Posting of Notices to Workers.” If you have any questions concerning this letter,
please call Messrs. Alan Jacobson, or Raymond E. Manley at (410) 537-3301. You may
also reach our office toll-free (in Maryland only) by dialing 1-800-633-6101 and
requesting extension 3301. Also, you may contact this office via facsimile at (410) 537-

3198.
Sigyerely,
N (
Roland G. Fletcher, Manager II1
Radiological Health Program
RGF/REM/ADJ/cc

Enclosures:  Description of Violations




DESCRIPTION OF VIOLATIONS

Neutron Products, Inc.
22301 Mt. Ephraim Road
P.O. Box 68

Dickerson MD 20842

RE: Radioactive Material License #MD-31-025-01

Certain activities conducted under your license were found to be in violation of
the Code of Maryland Regulations 26.12.01.01 titled, "Regulations for Control of
Ionizing Radiation." These violations are presented below:

1. Section C.31 titled, “Specific Terms and Conditions of License”, License
Condition 22.B(2), require, in part, that all soils, wherever found, contaminated
by NPI licensed activities and exhibiting levels of cobalt-60 contamination
exceeding 8 picocuries per gram above background, must be removed by NPI and
properly stored/disposed of as radioactive waste. The Montgomery County Circuit
Court Order-Civil Case 199036 (Montgomery County Circuit Court Order) dated
November 3, 2000 requires NPI to comply with all of the current requirements of
the applicable statutes, regulations and the provisions of the license. The
Stipulation and Settlement of Civil Case No. 76639 in the Circuit Court of
Montgomery County dated January 3, 1994 further required NPI to demonstrate
compliance with these requirements by June 15, 1994.

Contrary to the above, NPI failed to remove cobalt-60 contaminated soil
exceeding the above-specified limit. NPI has been in continuous violation
of this requirement since May 23, 1989. For example, NPI still has not
removed the soil contaminated with cobalt-60 from the adjacent railroad .
property to establish compliance with the 8.0 picocurie per gram
concentration limit. Furthermore, monthly soil samples collected from the
dry pond area and analyzed by NPI personnel in January, February,
March, June, July, September and November, 2003 also exceeded this
regulatory limit and were not removed by NPI. On March 4, 2004, MDE
Inspectors collected 12 soil samples from the dry pond and adjacent areas.
Results of laboratory analysis indicate soil concentrations that ranged from
10-304 picocuries per gram. NPI has missed the June 15, 1994 deadline
and deliberately continues to refuse remediation this property.

2. Section D.101(a) titled, “Radiation Protection Programs” states that in addition to
complying with all other provisions of these regulations, a licensee shall use all
means to maintain radiation exposures and releases of radioactive material as low
as reasonably achievable (ALARA). The Montgomery County Circuit Court
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Order requires NP1 to comply with all of the current requirements of the al
applicable statutes, regulations and the provisions of the license.

A. Contrary to the above, NPI failed to use all means necessary to maintain
releases of radioactive material as low as reasonably achievable. Specifically,
NP1 has failed to use reasonable means such as the adequate containment of
radioactive materials, proper waste storage practices and regular shipments of
radioactive waste, to a licensed repository. On March 4, 2003, MDE
inspectors collected 12 soil samples from the dry pond and adjacent areas that
exceeded regulatory limits. Furthermore, MDE inspectors identified two
contaminated areas on a residential property. As a result, NP1 is not
maintaining control over their radioactive material and it is releasing it in an
uncontrolled manner. Contaminated areas of the LAA still lack adequate
containment and release pathways are not continuously monitored. NP1 still
refuses to adequately clean all contaminated areas, remove all contaminated

- soils, ship radioactive waste as required and install engineering containment
necessary to prevent uncontrolled releases of radioactive material.

B. Contrary to the above, NPI failed to use all means necessary to maintain
radiation exposures to levels as low as reasonably achievable. Specifically,
NPI failed to use all reasonable means such as shielding of radioactive waste
in storage and shipment of radioactive waste in accordance with license
conditions. As a result NPI employees and residents living near the plant are
exposed to unnecessary levels of radiation emitted from the waste storage
areas that are not ALARA.

3. Section C.31 titled, “Specific Terms and Conditions of License” and License
Condition 21.B requires that within 90 days of the issuance of the license, NPI
must submit to the Department for approval a comprehensive plan for disposal of
all low level radioactive wastes in accordance with those specifications defined in
the condition. Furthermore, the Montgomery County Circuit Court Order requires
NPI to comply with all of the current requirements of the applicable statutes,
regulations and the provisions of the license.

Contrary to the above, NPI’s low-level radioactive waste disposal plan
was submitted to MDE on December 10, 1999. The Department reviewed
the plan and determined it to be inadequate. Deficiencies in NPI’s low-
level radioactive waste disposal plan were defined in a March 20, 2000
Departmental letter. Specifically, the plan submitted by NPI failed to
include a waste shipment schedule that met required deadlines described
in License Condition 21.B. As of this date, NPI has not submitted an
acceptable comprehensive plan to the Department nor adequately
responded to the Department’s deficiency letter.

4, Section C.29(C )(2) titled, “Financial Assurance and Recordkeeping for
Decommissioning” requires the licensee to submit a Decommissioning funding



plan and financial assurance in accordance with dates and criteria set forth in this
section. Furthermore, the Montgomery County Circuit Court Order requires NPI
to comply with all current requirements of the applicable statutes, regulations and
the provisions of the license.

Contrary to the above, NPI failed to provide an adequate decommissioning
funding plan and financial assurance instrument necessary to pay for
decommissioning of the license accordance with the criteria set forth in
this regulation. On October 20, 2000, the RHP received NPI’s
Decommissioning Plan dated October 27, 2000, which included a planned
schedule for radioactive waste shipments. The Department reviewed this
plan and determined that it was inadequate because it failed to
demonstrate compliance with current radioactive material license waste
disposal criteria. For example, Table 2.1 of described a 12-year shipment
schedule resulting in only a small fraction of the total activity of current
radioactive waste inventory being shipped. As NP1 is aware, all
radioactive waste specific to the manufacturing license generated prior to
August 1999 is required to be shipped for disposal on or before August
2004. The plan also failed to describe the shipment schedule and protocol
for the disposal of all contaminated soil in storage. . NPI has been in
continuous violation of the above requirements since April 13, 1999 as
upheld by the Maryland Court of Special Appeals Case No. 2338 filed
September 19, 2001.

Section C.29(g)(2)titled Financial Assurance and Recordkeeping for
Decommissioning” states that that no person shall receive, possess, use, transfer,
own, or acquire radioactive material of a type described in paragraphs (a) and (b)
of C.29 for more than 180 days following the dates prescribed in the section for
submittal of a decommissioning funding plan or certification, if the
decommissioning funding plan or certification has not been approved by the
Agency. Furthermore, the Montgomery County Circuit Court Order requires NPI
to comply with all of the current requirements of the applicable statutes,
regulations and the provisions of the license

Contrary to the above, NPI continues to violate financial assurance
requirements. NPI’s submitted decommissioning funding plan is
inadequate and has not been approved by the Agency. Failure to provide
an adequate decommissioning funding plan and failure to commence
required activities necessary to decommission the facility in a timely, safe
and predictable manner, results in NPI remaining in continuous violation
of this requirement since April 13, 1999.

Section C.31 titled, “Specific Terms and Conditions of Licenses” and License
Condition 21(B) prohibits NPI from storing radioactive material waste generated
after August 1999 in the main pool/canals for periods of time exceeding 4 years and
radioactive material waste stored in areas other than the main pool/canals for periods
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of time exceeding 2 years. Neutron has refused, in an apparently willful manner, to "y
ship for disposal the following containers of radioactive waste in accordance with

licensed waste shipment requirements. Furthermore, the Montgomery County

Circuit Court Order requires NPI to comply with all of the current requirements of

the applicable statutes, regulations and the provisions of the license.

Contrary to the above, NPI failed to ship the following radioactive waste by the required
shipment due dates.

VIOLATION TYPE OF WASTE DATE SHIPMENT DUE
‘ GENERATED DATE
A. In-pool waste tubes 1/20/00 1/20/04
B. Drum of metal & 4/20/00 4/20/02
puImps
C. Ruble & hot cell 7/12/00 7/12/02
DAW
D. HEPA filter 10/10/00 10/10/02
E. DAW 4/20/01 4/20/03
F. Box #3 4/28/01 4/28/03
G. Box #88 4/20/01 4/20/03
H. Box #90 DAW 4/28/01 4/28/03
L | Box #SWROS5 6/6/01 6/6/03
J. Box # 062298-2 6/6/01 6/6/03
K. Box #110 6/6/01 6/6/03
L. Box #FD-001 DAW 7/16/01 7/16/03
M. Box #FD-002 DAW 7/16/01 7/16/03
N. Resin from main 8/10/01 8/10/03
pool ’
0. Box # FD003 DAW 9/7/01 9/7/03
P. Box # FD004 DAW 9/7/01 9/7/03
Q. Box # FD005 DAW 10/10/01 10/10/03
R. Box # FD006 DAW 11/30/01 11/30/03
S. Box # FD007 DAW 11/30/01 11/30/03
T, Box # FD008 DAW 11/30/01 11/30/03
U. Contaminated soil 11/2000 11/2002
7. Section C.32 titled, “Expiration and Termination of Licenses and Decommissioning

of Sites and Separate Buildings or Outdoor Areas” requires, in part, that each
licensee begin decommissioning its site, buildings and outdoor areas in accordance
with Agency requirements or submit 2 decommissioning plan within 12 months
subsequent to when the licensee’s right to operate has been terminated either by
court action or by action of law or regulation. Section C.32(g)(1) requires a licensee
to complete decommissioning as soon as practicable but no later than 24 months
following the initiation of decommissioning. Section C.32(g) (2) requires the
licensee to request license termination as soon as practicable but no later than 24
months following the initiation of decommissioning. MDE’s right and obligation to
enforce Section C.29 (g)(2) requirements was upheld by the Maryland Court of




Special Appeals in December 2001. Furthermore, the Montgomery County
Circuit Court Order requires NPI to comply with all of the current requirements of
the applicable statutes, regulations and the provisions of the license.

Contrary to the above, NPI failed to submit a license termination plan and
adequate decommissioning plan to the Department as required by paragraphs
(f) and (g) of these regulations. Furthermore, NPI has not begun to
decommission the site, buildings and outdoor areas as defined by these
regulations.

COMAR 26.12.03.02 paragraph E titled, Annual Fees for Licenses to Possess or Use
Radioactive Materials requires a person with a license to possess or use radioactive
material, to pay to the Department an annual licensing fee in accordance with a fee
schedule set forth in Regulation .03C of this chapter. The fee shall be paid on or
before the first day of the month in which the anniversary of the license date occurs.
Furthermore, the Montgomery County Circuit Court Order requires NPI to
comply with all of the current requirements of the applicable statutes, regulations
and the provisions of the license.

Contrary to the above, for the years 2003 and 2004, NPI failed to pay their
annual licensing fee regarding the current storage and oversight of
radioactive materials on premise pursuant to remaining activities conducted
by NPI under the former MD-31-025-01 license. Although the Maryland
Court of Special Appeal upheld all regulatory requirements associated with
Section C.29 (g)(2), the payment of the annual fee is required by NPI until
its manufacturing facility is fully decommissioned and the license is
terminated in accordance with the criteria specified in Section C.32 titled,
‘““Expiration and Termination of licenses and Decommissioning of Sites and
Separate Buildings or Outdoor Areas.”
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NUCLEAR REGULATORY and security programs and unauthorized disclosure of safeguards
COMMISSION requirements. information * * *.” This authority

[Docket Nos: (Redacted), License Nos:
{Redacted), EA-XX-XXX (Redacted)]

In the Matter of All Panoramic and
Underwater Irradiators Authorized to
Possess Greater than 370
TerraBecquerels (10,000 Curies) of
Byproduct Material in the Form of
Sealed Sources; Order Imposing
Compensatory Measures (Effective
Immediately)

I

The Licensees identified in
Attachment 1 to this Order hold licenses
issued in accordance with the Atomic
Energy Act of 1954 and 10 CFR part 36
or comparable Agreement State
regulations by the U.S. Nuclear
Regulatory Commission (NRC or
Commission) or an Agreement State
authorizing possession of greater than
370 TerraBecquerels (TBq) [10,000
curies (Ci)] of byproduct material in the
form of sealed sources either in
panoramic irradiators that have dry or
wet storage of the sealed sources or in
underwater irradiators in which both
the source and the product being
irradiated are under water. Commission
regulations at 10 CFR 20.1801 or
equivalent Agreement State regulations,
require Licensees to secure, from
unauthorized removal or access,
licensed materials that are stored in
controlled or unrestricted areas.
Commission regulations at 10 CFR
20.1802 or equivalent Agreement States
regulations, require Licensees to control
and maintain constant surveillance of
licensed material that is in a controlled
or unrestricted area and that is not in
storage.

I

On September 11, 2001, terrorists
simultaneously attacked targets in New
York, NY, and Washington, DC,
utilizing large commercial aircraft as
weapons. In response to the attacks and
intelligence information subsequently
obtained, the Commission issued a
number of Safeguards and Threat
Advisories to its Licensees in order to
strengthen Licensees’ capabilities and
readiness to respond to a potential
attack on a nuclear facility. The
Commission has also communicated
with other Federal, State and local
government agencies and industry
representatives to discuss and evaluate
the current threat environment in order
to assess the adequacy of security
measures at licensed facilities. In
addition, the Commission has been
conducting a review of its safeguards

As aresult of its consideration of
current safeguards and license
requirements, as well as a review of
information provided by the intelligence
community, the Commission has
determined that certain compensatory
measures are required to be
implemented by Licensees as prudent,
measures to address the current threat
environment. Therefore, the
Commission is imposing the
requirements, as set forth in Attachment
2 on all Licensees identified in
Attachment 1 of this Order * who
currently possess, or have near term
plans to possess, greater than 370 TBq
(10,000 Ci) of byproduct material in the
form of sealed cnnrree Thaca
Tt
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Although the additional security
measures implemented by the Licensees
in response to the Safeguards and
Threat Advisories have been adequate to
provide reasonable assurance of
adequate protection of public health and
safety, the Commission concludes that
the security measures must be embodied
in an Order consistent with the
established regulatory framework. The
security measures contained in
Attachment 2 of this Order contain
safeguards information and will not be
released to the public. The Commission
has broad statutory authority to protect
and prohibit the unauthorized
disclosure of safeguards information.
Section 147 of the Atomic Energy Act of
1954, as amended, grants the
Commission explicit authority to “issue
such orders, as necessary to prohibit the

1 Attachment 1 contains OFFICIAL USE ONLY
sensitive information and Attachment 2 contains
SAFEGUARDS INFORMATION and will not be
released to the public.
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extends to information concerning
special nuclear material, source
material, and byproduct material, as
well as production and utilization
facilities. Licensees must ensure proper
handling and protection of safeguards
information to avoid unauthorized
disclosure in accordance with the
specific requirements for the protection
of safeguards information contained in
Attachment 3, The Commission hereby
provides notice that it intends to treat
all violations of the requirements
contained in Attachment 3, applicable
to the handling and unauthorized
disclosure of safeguards information as
serious breaches of adequate protection
health and safety and the
nse and security of the
. Access to safeguards
s limited to those persons
iblished the need to know
m, and are considered to
7 and reliable. A need to

t determination by a
.responsibility for
eguards Information that a
dient’s access to

‘ormation is necessary in
ce of official, contractual,
ties of employment.

it ensure that they

tain and implement strict
rocedures for the proper
anauthorized disclosure
nformation in accordance
rements in Attachment 3.
aust ensure that all

lose employees may have
wwuues w sarcguards information either
adhere to the licensee’s policies and
procedures on safeguards information or
develop, maintain and implement their
own acceptable policies and procedures,
but the licensees remain responsible for
the conduct of their contractors. The
policies and procedures necessary to
ensure compliance with applicable
requirements contained in Attachment 3
must address, at a minimum, the
following: the general performance
requirement that each person who
produces, receives, or acquires
Safeguards Information shall ensure that
Safeguards Information is protected
against unauthorized disclosure;
protection of safeguards information at
fixed sites, in use and in storage, and
while in transit; inspections, audits and
evaluations; correspondence containing
safeguards information; access to
safeguards information; preparation,
marking, reproduction and destruction
of documents; external transmission of
documents; use of automatic data
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processing systems; and removal of the
Safeguards Information category.

In order to provide assurance that the
Licensees are implementing prudent
measures to achieve a consistent level of
protection to address the current threat
environment, all Licensees who hold
licenses issued by the U.S. Nuclear
Regulatory Commission or an
Agreement State authorizing possession
greater than 370 TBq (10,000 Ci) of
byproduct material in the form of sealed
sources in a panoramic or underwater
irradiator shall implement the
requirements identified in Attachment 2
to this Order. In addition, pursuant to
10 CFR §2.202, I find that in light of the
common defense and security matters
identified above, which warrant the
issuance of this Order, the public
health, safety and interest require that
this Order be effective immediately.

II1

Accordingly, pursuant to Sections 81,
161b, 1611, 1610, 182 and 186 of the
Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended,
and the Commission’s regulations in 10
CFR 2.202, 10 CFR part 30, and 10 CFR
part 36, it is hereby ordered, effective
immediately, that all licensees
identified in Attachment 1 to this order
shall comply with the requirements of
this order as follows:

A. All licensees shall,
notwithstanding the provisions of any
Commission or Agreement State
regulation or license to the contrary,
comply with the requirements described
in Attachment 2 to this Order. The
licensee shall immediately start
implementation of the requirements in
Attachment 2 to the Order and shall
complete implementation by December
3, 2003 [180 days from date of this
Order], or the first day that greater than
370 TBq (10,000 Ci) of byproduct
material in the form of sealed sources is
possessed, which ever is later.

B. 1. The Licensee shall, within
twenty (20) days of the date of this
Order, notify the Commission, (1) if it is
unable to comply with any of the
requirements described in Attachment
2, (2) if compliance with any of the
requirements is unnecessary in its
specific circumstances, or (3) if
implementation of any of the
requirements would cause the Licensee
to be in violation of the provisions of
any Commission or Agreement State
regulation or its license. The
notification shall provide the Licensee’s
justification for seeking relief from or
variation of any specific requirement.

B. If the Licensee considers that
implementation of any of the
requirements described in Attachment 2
to this Order would adversely impact

safe operation of the facility, the
Licensee must notify the Commission,
within twenty (20) days of this Order, of
the adverse safety impact, the basis for
its determination that the requirement
has an adverse safety impact, and either
a proposal for achieving the same
objectives specified in the Attachment 2
requirement in question, or a schedule
for modifying the facility to address the
adverse safety condition. If neither
approach is appropriate, the Licensee
must supplement its response to
Condition B.1 of this Order to identify
the condition as a requirement with
which it cannot comply, with attendant
justifications as required in Condition
B.1.

C. 1. The Licensee shall, within
twenty (20) days of the date of this
Order, submit to the Commission a
schedule for completion of each
requirement described in Attachment 2.

2. The Licensee shall report to the
Commission when they have achieved
full compliance with the requirements
described in Attachment 2.

D. Notwithstanding any provisions of
the Commission’s or Agreement State’s
regulations to the contrary, all measures
implemented or actions taken in
response to this order shall be
maintained until the Commission
determines otherwise.

Licensee response to Conditions B.1,
B.2, C.1, and C.2 above shall be
submitted to the Director, Office of
Nuclear Material Safety and Safeguards,
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washington, DC 20555~0001. In
addition, Licensee submittals that
contain specific physical protection or
security information considered to be
safeguards information shall be put in a
separate enclosure or attachment and,
marked as “SAFEGUARDS
INFORMATION—MODIFIED
HANDLING” and mailed (no electronic
transmittals i.e., no e-mail or FAX) to
the NRC in accordance with Attachment

3.

The Director, Office of Nuclear
Material Safety and Safeguards, may, in
writing, relax or rescind any of the
above conditions upon demonstration
by the Licensee of good cause.

v

In accordance with 10 CFR 2.202, the
Licensee must, and any other person
adversely affected by this Order may,
submit an answer to this Order, and
may request a hearing on this Order,
within twenty (20) days of the date of
this Order. Where good cause is shown,
consideration will be given to extending
the time to request a hearing. A request
for extension of time in which to submit
an answer or request a hearing must be

made in writing to the Director, Office
of Nuclear Material Safety and
Safeguards, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission, Washington, DC 20555,
and include a statement of good cause
for the extension. The answer may
consent to this Order. Unless the answer
consents to this Order, the answer shall,
in writing and under oath or
affirmation, specifically set forth the
matters of fact and law on which the
Licensee or other person adversely
affected relies and the reasons as to why
the Order should not have been issued.
Any answer or request for a hearing
shall be submitted to the Secretary,
Office of the Secretary of the
Commission, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission, ATTN: Rulemakings and
Adjudications Staff, Washington, DC
20555—0001. Copies also shall be sent to
the Director, Office of Nuclear Material
Safety and Safeguards, U.S. Nuclear
Regulatory Commission, Washington,
DC 20555, to the Assistant General
Counsel for Materials Litigation and
Enforcement at the same address, and to
the Licensee if the answer or hearing
request is by a person other than the
Licensee. Because of possible
disruptions in delivery of mail to United
States Government offices, it is
requested that answers and requests for
hearing be transmitted to the Secretary
of the Commission either by means of
facsimile transmission to (301) 415—
1101 or by e-mail to
hearingdocket@nrc.gov and also to the
Office of the General Counsel either by
means of facsimile transmission to (301)
415-3725 or by e-mail to
OGCMailCenter@nrc.gov. If a person
other than the Licensee requests a
hearing, that person shall set forth with
particularity the manner in which his
interest is adversely affected by this
Order and shall address the criteria set
forth in 10 CFR 2.714(d).

If a hearing is requested by the
Licensee or a person whose interest is
adversely affected, the Commission will
issue an Order designating the time and
place of any hearing. If a hearing is held,
the issue to be considered at such
hearing shall be whether this Order
should be sustained.

Pursuant to 10 CFR 2.202(c)(2)(i), the
Licensee may, in addition to demanding
a hearing, at the time the answer is filed
or sooner, move the presiding officer to
set aside the immediate effectiveness of
the Order on the ground that the Order,
including the need for immediate
effectiveness, is not based on adequate
evidence but on mere suspicion,
unfounded allegations, or error.

In the absence of any request for
hearing, or written approval of an
extension of time in which to request a
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hearing, the provisions specified in
Section III above shall be final twenty
(20) days from the date of this Order
without further order or proceedings. If
an extension of time for requesting a
hearing has been approved, the
provisions specified in Section III shall
be final when the extension expires if a
hearing request has not been received.
An answer or a request for hearing shall
not stay the immediate effectiveness of
this order.

Dated this 6th day of June, 2003,
For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Margaret V. Federline,
Deputy Director, Office of Nuclear Material
Safety and Safeguards.
Attachments 1 and 2—Redacted
Attachment 3-—Modified Handling
Requirements for the Protection of
Certain Safeguards Information (SGI-
M)

General Requirement

Information and material that the U.S.
Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC)
determines are safeguards information
must be protected from unauthorized
disclosure. In order to distinguish
information needing modified
protection requirements from the
safeguards information for reactors and
fuel cycle facilities that require a higher
level of protection, the term ““Safeguards
Information-Modified Handling” (SGI-
M) is being used as the distinguishing
marking for certain materials licensees.
Each person who produces, receives, or
acquires SGI-M shall ensure that it is
protected against unauthorized
disclosure. To meet this requirement,
licensees and persons shall establish
and maintain an information protection
system that includes the measures
specified below. Information protection
procedures employed by state and local
police forces are deemed to meet these
requirements.

Persons Subject to These Requirements

Any person, whether or not a licensee
of the NRC, who produces, receives, or
acquires SGI-M is subject to the
requirements (and sanctions) of this
document. Firms and their employees
that supply services or equipment to
materials licensees would fall under this
requirement if they possess facility SGI-
M. A licensee must inform contractors
and suppliers of the existence of these
requirements and the need for proper
protection. (See more under Conditions
for Access.)

State or local police units who have
access to SGI-M are also subject to these
requirements. However, these
organizations are deemed to have
adequate information protection

systems. The conditions for transfer of
information to a third party, i.e., need-
to-know, would still apply to the police
organization as would sanctions for
unlawful disclosure. Again, it would be
prudent for licensees who have
arrangements with local police to advise
them of the existence of these
requirements.

Criminal and Civil Sanctions

The Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as
amended, explicitly provides that any
person, “whether or not a licensee of the
Commission, who violates any
regulations adopted under this section
shall be subject to the civil monetary
penalties of section 234 of this Act.”
Section 147a. of the Act. Furthermore,
willful violation of any regulation or
order governing safeguards information
is a felony subject to criminal penalties
in the form of fines or imprisonment, or
both. (See sections 147b. and 223 of the
Act.}

Conditions for Access

Access to SGI-M beyond the initial
recipients of the order will be governed
by the background check requirements
imposed by the order. Access to SGI-M
by licensee employees, agents, or
contractors must include both an
appropriate need-to-know
determination by the licensee, as well as
a determination concerning the
trustworthiness of individuals having
access to the information. Employees of
an organization affiliated with the
licensee’s company, e.g., a parent
company, may be considered as
employees of the licensee for access
purposes.

Need-to-Know

Need-to-know is defined as a
determination by a person having
responsibility for protecting SGI-M that
a proposed recipient’s access to SGI-M
is necessary in the performance of
official, contractual, or licensee duties
of employment. The recipient should be
made aware that the information is SGI-
M and those having access to it are
subject to these requirements as well as
criminal and civil sanctions for
mishandling the information.

Occupational Groups

Dissemination of SGI-M is limited to
individuals who have an established
need-to-know and who are members of
certain occupational groups. These
occupational groups are:

1. An employee, agent, or contractor
of an applicant, a licensee, the
Commission, or the United States
Government;

2. A member of a duly authorized
committee of the Congress;

3. The Governor of a State or his
designated representative;

4, A representative of the
International Atomic Energy Agency
(IAEA) engaged in activities associated
with the US/IAEA Safeguards
Agreement who has been certified by
the NRC;

5. A member of a state or local law
enforcement authority that is
responsible for responding to requests
for assistance during safeguards
emergencies;

6. A person to whom disclosure is
ordered pursuant to 10 CFR 2.744(e); or
7. State Radiation Control Program
Directors (and State Homeland Security

Directors) or their designees.

In a generic sense, the individuals
described above in {II} through (VII) are
considered to be trustworthy by virtue
of their employment status, For non-
governmental individuals in group (1)
above, a determination of reliability and
trustworthiness is required. Discretion
must be exercised in granting access to
these individuals. If there is any
indication that the recipient would be
unwilling or unable to provide proper
protection for the SGI-M, they are not
authorized to receive SGI-M.

Information Considered for Safeguards
Information Designation

Information deemed SGI-M is
information the disclosure of which
could reasonably be expected to have a
significant adverse effect on the health
and safety of the public or the common
defense and security by significantly
increasing the likelihood of theft,
diversion, or sabotage of materials or
facilities subject to NRC jurisdiction.
SGI-M identifies safeguards information
which is subject to these requirements.
These requirements are necessary in
order to protect quantities of nuclear
material significant to the health and
safety of the public or common defense
and security.

The overall measure for consideration
of SGI-M is the usefulness of the
information (security or otherwise) to an
adversary in planning or attempting a
malevolent act. The specificity of the
information increases the likelihood
that it will be useful to an adversary.

Protection While in Use

While in use, SGI-M shall be under
the control of an authorized individual.
This requirement is satisfied if the SGI-
M is attended by an authorized
individual even though the information
is in fact not constantly being used.
SGI-M, therefore, within alarm statiens,
continuously manned guard posts or
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ready rooms need not be locked in file
drawers or storage containers.

Under certain conditions the general
control exercised over security zones or
areas would be considered to meet this
requirement. The primary consideration
is limiting access to those who have a
need-to-know. Some examples would
be:

Alarm stations, guard posts and guard
ready rooms;

Engineering or drafting areas if
visitors are escorted and information is
not clearly visible;

Plant maintenance areas if access is
restricted and information is not clearly
visible; and

Administrative offices (e.g., central
records or purchasing) if visitors are
escorted and information is not clearly
visible.

Protection While in Storage

While unattended, SGI-M shall be
stored in a locked file drawer or
container. Knowledge of lock
combinations or access to keys
protecting SGI-M shall be limited to a
minimum number of personnel for
operating purposes who have a “‘need-
to-know" and are otherwise authorized
access to SGI-M in accordance with
these requirements. Access to lock
combinations or keys shall be strictly
controlled so as to prevent disclosure to
an unauthorized individual.

Transportation of Documents and Other
Matter

Documents containing SGI-M when
transmitted outside an authorized place
of use or storage shall be enclosed in
two sealed envelopes or wrappers. The
inner envelope or wrapper shall contain
the name and address of the intended
recipient, and be marked both sides, top
and bottom with the words **Safeguards
Information—Modified Handling.” The
outer envelope or wrapper must be
addressed to the intended recipient,
must contain the address of the sender,
and must not bear any markings or
indication that the document contains
SGI-M.

SGI-M may be transported by any
commercial delivery company that
provides nation-wide overnight service
with computer tracking features, U.S.
first class, registered, express, or
certified mail, or by any individual
authorized access pursuant to these
requirements.

Within a facility, SGI-M may be
transmitted using a single opaque
envelope. It may also be transmitted
within a facility without single or
double wrapping, provided adequate
measures are taken to protect the
material against unauthorized

disclosure. Individuals transporting
SGI-M should retain the documents in
their personal possession at all times or
ensure that the information is
appropriately wrapped and also secured
to preclude compromise by an
unauthorized individual.

Preparation and Marking of Documents

While the NRC is the sole authority
for determining what specific
information may be designated as “SGI-
M,” originators of documents are
responsible for determining whether
those documents contain such
information. Each document or other
matter that contains SGI-M shall be
marked ““Safeguards Information—
Modified Handling” in a conspicuous
manner on the top and bottom of the
first page to indicate the presence of
protected information. The first page of
the document must also contain (i) the
name, title, and organization of the
individual authorized to make a SGI-M
determination, and who has determined
that the document contains SGI-M, (ii)
the date the document was originated or
the determinatiocn made, (iii) an
indication that the document contains
SGI-M, and (iv) an indication that
unauthorized disclosure would be
subject to civil and criminal sanctions.
Each additional page shall be marked in
a conspicuous fashion at the top and
bottom with letters denoting
“Safeguards Information—Maodified
Handling.”

In additional to the “Safeguards
Information—Modified Handling”
markings at the top and bottom of page,
transmittal letters or memoranda which
do not in themselves contain SGI-M
shall be marked to indicate that
attachments or enclosures contain SGI-
M but that the transmittal does not (e.g.,
“When separated from SGI-M
enclosure(s), this document is
decontrolled”).

In addition to the information
required on the face of the document,
each item of correspondence that
contains SGI-M shall, by marking or
other means, clearly indicate which
portions (e.g., paragraphs, pages, or
appendices) contain SGI-M and which
do not. Portion marking is not required
for physical security and safeguards
contingency plans.

All documents or other matter
containing SGI-M in use or storage shall
be marked in accordance with these
requirements. A specific exception is
provided for documents in the
possession of contractors and agents of
licensees that were produced more than
one year prior to the effective date of the
order. Such documents need not be
marked unless they are removed from

file drawers or containers, The same
exception applies to old documents
stored away from the facility in central
files or corporation headquarters.

Since information protection
procedures employed by state and local
police forces are deemed to meet NRC
requirements, documents in the
possession of these agencies need not be
marked as set forth in this document.

Removal From SGI-M Category

Documents containing SGI-M shall be
removed from the SGI-M category
(decontrolled) only after the NRC
determines that the information no
longer meets the criteria of SGI-M.
Licensees have the authority to make
determinations that specific documents
which they created no longer contain
SGI-M information and may be
decontrolled. Consideration must be
exercised to ensure that any document
decontrolled shall not disclose SGI-M
in some other form or be combined with
other unprotected information to
disclose SGI-M. The authority to
determine that a document may be
decontrolled may be exercised only by,
or with the permission of, the
individual (or office) who made the
original determination. The document
should indicate the name and
organization of the individual removing
the document from the SGI-M category
and the date of the removal. Other
persons who have the document in their
possession should be notified of the
decontrolling of the document.

Reproduction of Matter Containing
SGI-M

SGI-M may be reproduced to the
minimum extent necessary consistent
with need without permission of the
originator. Newer digital copiers which
scan and retain images of documents
represent a potential security concern. If
the copier is retaining SGI-M
information in memory, the copier
cannot be connected to a network. It
should also be placed in a location that
is cleared and controlled for the
authorized processing of SGI-M
information. Different copiers have
different capabilities, including some
which come with features that allow the
memory to be erased. Each copier would
have to be examined from a physical
security perspective.

Use of Automatic Data Processing
(ADP) Systems

SGI-M may be processed or produced
on an ADP system provided that the
system is assigned to the licensee’s or
contractor’s facility and requires the use
of an entry code/password for access to
stored information. Licensees are
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encouraged to process this information
in a computing environment that has
adequate computer security controls in
place to prevent unauthorized access to
the information. An ADP system is
defined here as a data processing system
having the capability of long term
storage of SGI-M. Word processors such
as typewriters are not subject to the
requirements as long as they do not
transmit information off-site, (Note: if
SGI-M is produced on a typewriter, the
ribbon must be removed and stored in
the same manner as other SGI-M
information or media.) The basic
objective of these restrictions is to
prevent access and retrieval of stored
SGI-M by unauthorized individuals,
particularly from remote terminals.
Specific files containing SGI-M will be
password protected to preclude access
by an unauthorized individual. The
National Institute of Standards and
Technology (NIST) maintains a listing of
all validated encryption systems at
http://csrc.nist.gov/cryptval/140-1/
1401val.htm. SGI-M files may be
transmitted over a network if the file is
encrypted. In such cases, the licensee
will select a commercially available
encryption system that NIST has
validated as conforming to Federal
Information Processing Standards
(FIPS). SGI-M files shall be properly
labeled as ““Safeguards Information-
Modified Handling”” and saved to
removable media and stored in a locked
file drawer or cabinet.

Telecommunications

SGI-M may not be transmitted by
unprotected telecommunications
circuits except under emergency or
extraordinary conditions. For the
purpose of this requirement, emergency
or extraordinary conditions are defined
as any circumstances that require
immediate communications in order to
report, summon assistance for, or
respond to a security event {or an event
that has potential security significance).

This restriction applies to telephone,
telegraph, teletype, facsimile circuits,
and to radio. Routine telephone or radio
transmission between site security
personnel, or between the site and local
police, should be limited to message
formats or codes that do not disclose
facility security features or response
procedures. Similarly, call-ins during
transport should not disclose
information useful to a potential
adversary. Infrequent or non-repetitive
telephone conversations regarding a
physical security plan or program are
permitted provided that the discussion
is general in nature,

Individuals should use care when
discussing SGI-M at meetings or in the

presence of others to insure that the
conversation is not overheard by
persons not authorized access.
Transcripts, tapes or minutes of
meetings or hearings that contain SGI-
M should be marked and protected in
accordance with these requirements.

Destruction

Documents containing SGI-M should
be destroyed when no longer needed.
They may be destroyed by tearing into
small pieces, burning, shredding or any
other method that precludes
reconstruction by means available to the
public at large. Piece sizes one half inch
or smaller composed of several pages or
documents and thoroughly mixed
would be considered completely
destroyed.

[FR Doc. 03—-14961 Filed 6-12—-03; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 7590-01-P

PENSION BENEFIT GUARANTY
CORPORATION

Pendency of Request for Approval of
a Second Amendment to Special
Withdrawal Liability Rules for
International Longshoremen’s and
Warehousemen's Union-Pacific
Maritime Association Pension Plan

AGENCY: Pension Benefit Guaranty
Corporation,

ACTION: Notice of pendency of request.

SUMMARY: The International
Longshoremen’s and Warehousemen’s
Union-Pacific Maritime Association
Pension Plan has asked the Pension
Benefit Guaranty Corporation (“PBGC”’)
to review and approve a second
amendment to a special withdrawal
liability rule that PBGC approved in
initial and amended form in 1984 and
1998, See Approval of Special
Withdrawal Liability Rules (‘‘Notice of
Approval”), 49 FR 6043 (February 16,
1984) and Notice of Approval at 63 FR
27774 (May 20, 1998). Under section
4203(f) of the Employee Retirement
Income Security Act of 1974, as
amended (“ERISA"}), PBGC may
prescribe regulations under which plans
in industries other than the construction
or entertainment industries may be
amended to provide for special
withdrawal liability rules, and PBGC
has prescribed such regulations at 29
CFR Part 4203. The regulations provide
that PBGC approval is required for a
plan amendment establishing special
withdrawal liability rules, as well any
modification to a previously approved
plan amendment. This notice describes
the amendment and invites any

interested person to submit written
comments about it to PBGC.

DATES: Comments must be submitted on
or before July 28, 2003.

ADDRESSES: Comments may be mailed to
the Office of the General Counsel,
Pension Benefit Guaranty Corporation,
1200 K Street, NW., Washington, DC
200054026, or delivered to Suite 340 at
the same address. Comments also may
be sent by Internet e-mail to
reg.comments@pbgc.gov. The PBGC will
make the comments received available
on its Web site, http://www.pbgc.gov.
Copies of the comments and the request
for approval may be obtained by writing
the PBGC’s Communications and Public
Affairs Department (CPAD) at Suite 240
at the above address or by visiting or
calling CPAD during normal business
hours (202-325-4040).

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Gennice D. Brickhouse, Office of the
General Counsel, Pension Benefit
Guaranty Corporation, 1200 K Street,
NW., Washington, DC 20005-4026; 202
326-4020. (For TTY/TDD users, call the
Federal Relay Service toll-free at 1-800-
877-8339 and ask to be connected to
202-326—-4020),

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Background

Under section 4201 of ERISA, an
employer that withdraws from a
multiemployer pension plan incurs
liability for a share of the plan’s
unfunded vested benefits. Section
4203(a) of ERISA provides that a
complete withdrawal from a
multiemployer plan occurs if an
employer either (1) Permanently ceases
to have an obligation to contribute
under the plan; or (2) permanently
ceases all covered operations under the
plan. Section 4205(a)(2) of ERISA states
that a partial withdrawal occurs if an
employer either: (1) Permanently ceases
to have an obligation to contribute
under one or more but fewer than all
collective bargaining agreements under
which the employer has been obligated
to contribute under the plan, while
continuing to perform work in the
jurisdiction of the collective bargaining
agreement of the type for which
contributions were previously required
or transfers such work to another
location; or (2) permanently ceases to
have an obligation to contribute under
the plan for work performed at one or
more but fewer than all of its facilities,
while continuing to perform work at the
facility of the type for which the
obligation to contribute ceased. Under
section 4205(a)(1}, a partial withdrawal
will also occur if the employer reduces
its contribution base units—the factors
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MARYLAND STATE DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND MENTAL HYGIENE
RADIATION LABORATORY REPORT
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MARYLAND STATE DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND MENTAL HYGIENE
RADIATION LABORATORY REPORT
410-767-5537

Page _1 of _1

MPLE SOURCE: _NPI INC. COLLECTOR: _A. JACOBSON

LLECTION DATE: _4/30/97 RECEIPT DATE: 5/2/97 REPORT DATE: _5/9/97
Activity ( x 10E-06 uCi/wipe )

B. NO. WIPE NO. GROSS ALPHA GROSS BETA Co=-60

47 1 1:1 2+1 <5

48 2 <1 < 2 < 5

49 3 <1 25 = 3 35 + 6

50 4 <1 39 + ¢4 78 + 11

51 5 <1 20 + 3 35.+ 10

SAMPLE TYPE: _WIPE

ANALYSES BY: _S. WISE

COMMENT

DESK TOP
MANIPULATOR (RIGHT)
STAIRS

STEP TO LOCKER ROOM
COUNTER TOP
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MARYLAND STATE DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND MENTAL HYGIENE
RADIATION LABORATORY REPORT
410-767-5537

SAMPLE SOURCE: _NPI INC. COLLECTOR: _A. JACOBSON SAMPLE TYPE: _WATER

ANALYSES BY: _S. WISE

COLLECTION DATE: _4/30/97 RECEIPT DATE: _5/2/97 REPORT DATE: _5/9/97

Activity ( uCi/fliter )

LAB. NO. CONTAINER NO. ’ Co-60
1859 NC 1 1.24 + 0.04 x 10E-01
1860 MP 6.3 + 0.1 x 10E-01
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RADIOLOGICAL HEALTH PROGRAM
MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF THE ENV]RONMENT
2500 Broening Highway

Baltimore,”Maryland 21224 S

(410) 631-3302

RADIOACTIVE MATERIALS INSPECTION REPORT

Neutron Productg, Inc. ‘ License Number: MD-31-025-01
22301 Mt. Ephraim Road ‘

P.O. Box 68 Phone Number: (301) 349-5001
Dickerson, MD 20842 FAX Number: (301) 349-5007
Introduction:

On March 25, March 26 and April 2, 1998, Messrs. Bob Nelson, Ray Manley, Ms.
Donna Thim and I conducted a routine unannounced radioactive materials inspection at NPI’s
Dickerson facility. The inspection examined radiation safety, compliance with conditions of the
above referenced license, adherence to procedures, proper maintenance of records, interviews
with personnel, general observations and independent measurements. Five items of
noncompliance and two issues of concern were identified. These findings were discussed with
Messrs. Jackson Ransohoff, Jeffrey Williams and Michael Repp at the licensee management exit
interview which was held on April 9, 1998. These findings will also be described in a

Departmental Letter-Notice of Violation.

Program:

This license authorizes NPI to possesses a maximum of 3,000,000 Curies of cobalt-60
for the manufacturing of special form sealed sources, removal of encapsulation and melting of
unsealed cobalt-60 to fabricate teletherapy sources. The licensee stated that for one day during
the month of March 1998 they possessed 1,950,000 Curies which is the highest activity ever
documented on the "01" license. NPI employs 60 persons at the Dickerson plant and also
maintains three other Maryland radioactive materials licenses as described below:

MD-31-025-03 Installation and Service of Teletherapy Sources
MD-31-025-04 Dickerson II Pool Irradiator
MD-31-025-05 Dickerson I Pool Irradiator

Purpose And Scope:

. The purpose of the inspection was to examine the licensee’s use and control of

radioactive material relative to Maryland radiation protection regulations and specific license
conditions. The inspection staff implemented a performance based inspection plan which
emphasized the achievement of quality in all facets of inspected operations.

s



Interviews:

Interviews were conducted with the following employees

Jackson Ransohoff President .

Jeffrey Williams Radiation Safgty Officer ‘ e
Michael Repp Health Physicist

Jeffrey Corun Hot Cell Manager

Joe Weedon Manager-Limited Access Area (LAA)

Kathy Bupp Health Physics Technician

Specific Areas of Review:

The following areas were inspected and reviewed: Dosimetry, Random Inspection
Program, Quarterly Audits, Radiation Safety Committee Activities, Respiratory Protection
Program, Inventory of Radioactive Materials, Daily Implementation of the Radiation Safety
Program, General Operations in the LAA, Decommissioning Recordkeeping, Boundary
Monitoring Program, One Kilometer Surveys, Shipping and Receiving (Cobalt-60), Cobalt-60
in Soil, Floor Monitoring, Health Physics Monthly Reports, Disposals, Training, Air
Monitoring, Survey Meter Calibration, Water Monitoring, Emergency Generator Use and
Operations, Status of Building Permit Application, Annual Reports and previous violations.

Results:

1. Monthly Audits VIOLATION
The Inspection Team reviewed records of monthly audits for the year of 1997 and year

to date 1998. Several were missing. At the exit interview, NPI acknowledged that they did not
conduct audits for the months of April 1997, July, 1997 and January, 1998. -Furthermore, NPI
management did not review the monthly audits at the required quarterly frequency. On October
31, 1997, NPI reviewed the monthly audits from August 1996 to October 1997. NPI
management did not review the monthly audits for November 1997 and December 1997. This
is a repeat violation from the April 1997 inspection. In NPI’s Response Letter dated July 16,
1997 (which responded to violations and concerns identified during the 4/97 inspection), Mr
Williams indicated that they were in compliance with these requirements; however, they are still

in violation.

2. Cobalt-60 Soil Concentration VIOLATION

NPI has still not removed contaminated soil from the adjacent railroad property to
establish compliance with soil concentration limits describe in Condition 13.N. (Amendment 33).
The Stipulation and Settlement (Civil Case No. 76639 in the Circuit Court for Montgomery
County) dated January 3, 1994 required NPI to clean contaminated soils by June 15, 1994. NPI
has missed this deadline and is refusing to remediate this property. Furthermore, NPI is
refusing to inform this property owner regarding the cobalt-60 contamination that was released

from their Dickerson facility. This is a repeat and ongoing violation.

3. Storage and Control of Licensed Radioactive Material VIOLATION
On April 2, 1998, I observed an unlocked Sea Land Container in NPI's parking lot. The
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door to this container was open and it was not under surveillance. Mr. Repp and I inspected
the contents of the container and identified Depleted Uranium which is possessed under NPI’s
MD-31-025-03 Radioactive Materials License. Specifically, we identified a "Picker Wheel" and
a "Shield for a TEM Head". I informed NPI personnel that this was a violation of Section D.
801. titled "Security of Stored Sources of Radiation". The. Depleted Uranium was not secured~-
against unauthorized removal or access from the place of storage. Afterwards, I instructed NPI
personnel to lock the Sea Land container and they did. On April 9, 1998 when I arrived at NPI
for the exit interview, I found the Sea Land container unlocked. The door was open and the
Depleted Uranium was not under surveillance. The door to the Sea Land container did not have
a Caution-Radioactive Materials Sign on it and it was not identified as a restricted area. Section
D. 802 titled, "Control of Sources of Radiation not in Storage", requires the licensee to control
and maintain constant surveillance of licensed radioactive material that is in an unrestricted area.
In addition, two TEM rings (which were found stored in the sea land container) contained
approximately 17.0 kilograms of Depleted Uranium each and were not identified on the Depleted

Uranium Inventory record.

4, Labeling Containers VIOLATION

On April 2 and April 9, 1998, I observed Depleted Uranium (which is possessed under
NPI's MD-031-025-03 license) stored in the Sea Land Container in NPI” parking lot. The Sea
Land Container, the box inside and the actual teletherapy parts which contained Depleted
Uranium did not bear labels with the words, "Caution, Radioactive Material" or "Danger,
Radioactive Material". At the exit interview, Messrs. Repp and Williams stated that they were
certain that they are exempt from labeling requirements. I handed them a copy of the State
Regulations, they reviewed it and could not identify an exemption which applied.

5. Recordkeeping for Decommissioning VIOLATION

The licensee’s records of information important to safe and effective decommissioning
of the facility were incomplete, missing, lost and/or not available for inspection. This is a
repeat violation from the April 1997 Departmental Inspection. Specificaily, records of spills,
leaks, and other occurrences involving the spread of radioactive material in and around the
facility were still not available for inspection by the Agency. The only records NPI could
produce was records regarding the leaks in the canal and the main pool. Records involving the
location of inaccessible radioactive contamination such as buried pipes and soil were still not
available for inspection. In NPI’s Response Letter date July 16, 1997, Mr. Williams stated that
they were in substantial compliance with Section C.29(f) however they are still in violation.
During the exit interview, Mr. Ransohoff talked at length about the volume, activity and location
of approximately 2000 cubic feet of contaminated soil used as fill during construction which
occurred from 1981 to 1983; however, there were no records available for inspection. In
addition, NPI still cannot produce any records regarding buried contaminated drains and cobalt-
60 soil concentrations of a partially remediated hole in the LAA. Current records regarding
cobalt-60 soil concentration of the adjacent railroad property and other areas down grade were
also not available for inspection.

6. Procedure For Exit From The LAA ISSUE OF CONCERN
' On March 26, 1998, RHP Inspectors had completed the inspection of the LAA when Mr.
Williams identified radioactive contamination on his left arm. Mr. Williams experienced




difficulty in decontaminating this area. At this time, a portal monitor technician was not
available to operate the Helgeson Mini HECM Gas Proportional Booth Monitor. Mr. Williams
walked passed the monitor twice while he was contaminated with cobalt-60 without "counting
out”. The first time, he walked passed the Booth Monitor so he could ‘operate the Monitor’s
controls while Mr. Nelson was "counting out”. The sécond time, a portal monitor technieian
was available however Mr. Williams again walked passed the Booth Monitor to obtain a
scouring pad to remove the contamination from his shoulder. Afterwards, when Mr. Williams
finally "counted out" in the Booth Monitor, he tripped the alarm which indicated that there still
was contamination on his shoulder. Mr. Williams claims that this is not a violation because he
never actually left the LAA without "counting out”. It is the RHP’s position that no person
should ever physically pass the monitor prior to "counting out" and being free of cobalt-60
contamination. Upon further review, it was determined that NPI modified the procedure
regarding "Exiting the LAA" on April 1, 1993 with out notification or permission from the
RHP. This modified procedure allows a contaminated employee to bypass the Booth Monitor
and operate it’s controls as long as he remains in the LAA. Neither procedure is incorporated
into the license or "tied down" by amendment. The RHP Inspection Staff considers this to be

a poor health physics practice.

7. Survey Meter Calibration ISSUE OF CONCERN

NPI personnel could not demonstrate National Institute of Standards and Technology
(NIST) traceability of their calibrator source (Cobalt-60, M-498, 6.10 mCi) which they use to
calibrate 65 of their survey meters and 46 of their self reading dosimeters. No traceability or
certification records were available for inspection. NPI’s procedure for calibrating survey
meters requires the source to be NIST traceable; however, this procedure is not "tied down" to
the license by amendment. At the exit interview, NPI still could not explain or demonstrate how

they know that their calibration: procedure is accurate and NIST traceable.

8. Respiratory Protection Program RECOMMENDATIONS
The Inspection Team conducted a review of NPI’s Respiratory Protection Program. I
discussed their Respiratory Protection Program with Ms. Mardel Knight, a Certified
Industrial Hygienist at MDE. Ms. Knight provided the following recommendations i
presented to NPI management at the exit interview:
a. NPI should conduct an annual review of their respiratory protection program
b. NPI's written Respiratory Protection Program needs more detail such as quantity and
types of respirators model number of respirators, serial numbers of respirators, type of fit
testing which is conducted, names of service contractors, and names of the _emergency
responders.

c. A log should be kept which documents the "30 day checks" of each resplrator

d. The SCBAs need to be checked within the 30 day frequency.

e. Each Emergency Responder is required to pass the medical examination within a 12

month frequency and the new forms must be maintained for inspection.

Licensee Management Exit Interview

The licensee management exit interview was held on April 9, 1998 at NPI. Messrs.
. Nelson, Repp, Ransohoff, Williams and I attended the exit interview and we discussed the




Q
'P/G/

results of the inspection. Mr. Ransohoff disagreed with all of the violations found. Messrs%f
Williams, Repp and Ransohoff also disagreed with the Issue of Concern regarding the Procedure
For Exit From The LAA. Messrs. Repp and Ransohoff stated that the recommendations
regarding their Respiratory Protection Program were reasonable and would be implemented prior
to the next melting campaign when respiratory protection will be necessary. Messrs. Ransohoff~
and Repp also agreed with the Issue Of Concern regarding Survey Meter Calibration. Mr. Repp
stated that they would demonstrate NIST traceability within one week. We also discussed other
issues including training of visitors who enter the LAA, dose to members of the general public
for 1997, Sediment and Stormwater Management application, MNCPPC application, ALARA
and the Maryland Radiation Control Advisory Board’s future tour of NPI's Dickerson plant.

During the exit interview, Mr. Ransohoff also made the féllowing comments:

1. Mr. Ransohoff stated that Depleted Uranium does not need to be secured against
unauthorized removal from place of storage because he is entitled to a general license and
nobody locks up general licensed material. He also stated that he resolved this issue years ago.
He went on to state that Cobalt-60 exists in cosmic dust from meteors and he recently saw one
near the plant. Mr. Ransohoff stated that as a result, he was concerned about the accuracy of

his environmental monitoring.

2. Mr. Ransohoff offered Mr. Nelson and I tickets to the Washington Wizards Basketball
game on April 9, 1998 at the MCI Center in Washington D.C. and we declined. He asked again
if we wanted to go to the game, he held an envelope up in the air and stated that he had extra
tickets. Again, we declined and he tossed this envelope on the table.

éw 3. Mr. Ransohoff asked if Mr. Nelson and I could change the soil concentration limits
described in Amendment 33 to levels which would put NPI in compliance. I stated that I could
not do that and showed him a copy of the Stipulation and Settlement. I pointed out paragraph
13 which describes the agreement to clean contaminated soils to Amendment 33 criteria by June

15, 1994. NPI has failed to meet this deadline because they never cleaned up the adjacent
railroad property to concentrations below 8 picocuries per gram. In addition, they never notified
the property owner regarding the contaminated soil.

4. Mr. Ransohoff stated that he does not have to comply with the soil concentration limits
described in Amendment 33 and the June 15, 1994 deadline for clean up of contaminated soils
because he has an oral agreement with Judge Pincus which supersedes the Stipulation and

Settlement of January 3, 1994.

5. Furthermore, he stated that he is not required to comply with the terms and conditions
of the Stipulation and Settlement because MDE dropped the law suit against NPI and he won.
I disagreed and showed him paragraph 11 of the Stipulation and Settlement which describes the
$75,000 payment plan. I informed Mr. Ransohoff that he is required to comply and that is why
NPI is paying $10,000 a year in fines. Mr. Ransohoff stated repeatedly that it is not a fine.
He told me never to call it a fine again. He told me that if I ever called it a fine again that he
was going to shoot me. He stated again that this is not a fine. He told me that this is very
serious. He leaned over towards me and again told me that if I ever called it a fine again that




he was going to shoot me. Mr. Ransohoff then said that if I ever called it a fine, he would
terminate me.

At the conclusion of the exit interview, Mr. Ransohoff and I signed the Radioactive
Material Inspection Findings and Licensee Aeknowledgement Form (MDER E-1) which indicates--
that a letter will be sent to NPI describing Agency requirements and that corrective actions must
be immediately initiated for the violations identified during the inspection.

Miscellaneous Notes:

NPI has still not obtained the permits necessary to begin construction of the courtyard enclosure.
Specifically, NPI has not even applied to the Montgomery County Department for Sediment
Control and Stormwater Management for a required permit. At the exit interview, Mr.
Ransohoff  explained that it is not his fault. He stated that he has not applied for the permit
because there is a property line dispute and "county red tape”. NPI plans to melt 400,000 to
500,000 curies of cobalt as soon as this application is accepted. NPI has still not obtained the
permit necessary to install the fire suppression system required for the two pool irradiators.

The Inspection Team reviewed Dosimetry records for the year of 1997. One employee recexved
over 2.0 REM (2098 mRem) and six employees received over 1.0 REM. The occupational
doses for the year of 1997 were substantially lower than previous years. There was no melt or
hot cell clean up in 1997. The highest extremity exposure for 1997 was 4.283 REM.

The results of the boundary monitoring program were reviewed and determined to be
gm incompliance with the 500 mRem per year limit at all locations. Monitors have been move
- inside the fence to prevent theft and tampering. The highest result was 456.9 mRem for the year

at the 2019 Dry Pond location. Background was measured to be 68.2 mRem at the Lytle

Storage Facility.

72, On March 26, 1998, Mr. Nelson and I inspected the LAA. We interviewed Messrs. Corun and
&% Weedon. We verified the physical location of Cobalt-60 and Depleted Uranuim as identified on
the inventory records. Mr. Weedon demonstrated and explained procedures regarding daily
checks, weekly checks, air monitoring, water monitoring and survey meter calibration.

For the year of 1997, the average release to WSSC was 1.4 E5 uCi/ml. No monthly average
exceeded 3.0 E-5 uCi/ml. The total activity which was dumped was 13.9 mCi or apprommately
1.4% of the 1.0 Curie limit. .

On 2/16/98, NPI shipped 100 cubic feet, 524 pounds, 36.0 mCi of dry solid radioactive waste
(which was removed from the waste storage) to Barnwell, South Carolina for disposal.

The Inspection Team reviewed NPI's One Kilometer Surveys for the year of 1997. NPI
personnel surveyed 54 acres and found seven cobalt-60 particles in the Dickerson community.

On March 26, 1998 Mr. Manley and Ms. Thim conducted a radiological survey of two
residential properties near the plant. No radioactive particles were found.
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On September 19, 1997, the NPI Health Physicist changed the HEPA filter in the Hot Cell. The
HEPA filter is usually replaced every one or two years. Currently NPI has 9 used HEPA filters
in storage for decay because they are too hot to ship for disposal. The dose rates at contact with
these used HEPA filters range from 2.0 R/hr to 9.0 R/hr

= e L

Inspectors reviewed the Emergency Generator Log for the year of 1997 and year to date 1998.
The generator is tested each week and automatically turns on during power failures. This
generator only powers the Hot Cell exhaust fan and emergency lighting in the LAA.

The Inspection Team collected soil and water samples which were analyzed by the Maryland
Laboratory Administration. Results are attached.

Independent Physical Measurements:

A dose rate survey was conducted using a Ludlum model 14-C, SN 141948 which was calibrated
on October 3, 1997 by Ludlum.

Measured:

5.0 mR/hr ‘door by shoe rack in LAA

10.0 mr/hr main pool, 1 meter above surface

40.0 mR/hr “south canal, 1 meter above surface

10.0 mR/hr north canal, 1 meter above surface

25.0 mR/hr : door to the HEPA filter storage room

0.5 mR/hr at contact with the Hot Cell window

5.0 mR/hr radiation area signs and ropes in the courtyard of the LAA
Attachments:

Radioactive Material Inspection Fmdmgs and Licensee Acknowledgement Form (MDER E-1)
Radiological Survey Record of Two Dickerson Residential Properties  3/26/98

NPI Radioactive Respiratory Protection Program 5/1/92

, Stipulation and Settlement, Montgomery County Circuit Court 1/3/94
Stipulation, Montgomery County Circuit Court  11/12/97

Depleted Uranium Inventory At Dickerson 3/20/98

Cobalt-60 Inventory At Dickerson 3/13/98

Health Physics Daily Checklist

Health Physics Weekly Checklist

NPI Notification Letter Regarding The Next Melting Campaign 2/25/98

Maryland Laboratory Administration, Results of Soil and Water Analysis - 4/16/98

Lead Inspector: CZ&UH} Wm |

Date of Report: HTDY“I(/ qug 9

Reviewer: &J / \j C ~»
Date of Review: s[/}g/ ;@/ | W 2
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TARLE II - continued

Neutron Products Sample Results

SAMPLE ISOTOPE RESULT

Results in total microCuries

Smear-Wipe #14 Co-60 . (1.5¢40.4)E-4
1500 hrs
10/19/93
Hot Cell Particulate Co-60 <2E-4
Filter After HEPA ‘
10/20/93
Smear-Wipe Bay Co-60 (2.440.4)E-3 (15%)
Door Floor
1500 hrs
10/19/93

Smear-Wipe Hot Co-60 (1.840.4)E-3 (15%)
Cell Vent Exhaust
1500 hrs
10/19/93

Smear-Wipe hot Co-60 (2+3)E-4
Cell Vent Bypass

1500 hrs

10/19/93

Soil Spot MR-23 Co-60 (5.84+0.04)E-1(10%)

1200 hrs
10/21/93

Smear-Wipe Post Co-60 <lE-3
HEPA
1200 hrs
10/21/93




TABLE IY - continued

Neutron Products Sample Results
SAMPLE ISOTOPE RESULT

Regsults in microCuries per gram {(wet weight)

Dry Pond Soil Co-60 (3.04+0.02)E-4 (15%)

1355 hrs
10/19/93

Discharge #2 Soil Co-60 (8.5£0.3)E-6 (15%)
1415 hrs
10/19/93

Railroad Property Soil Co-60 (4.104£0.02)E-4 (15%)
1500 hrs .
10/19/93

North Dry Pond Soil Co-60 (6.3+1.2)E-7 (15%)
1500 hrs
10/19/93

Railroad Spur by Co-60 (1.271+0.012)E-4 (15%)
Pipe Soil
1500 hrs .
10/19/93

Creek Soil Co-60 (9.7+41.3)E-7 (15%)

1500 hrs
10/19/93

Court Yard Fence Co-60 (8.0340.11)E-5 (15%)

1500 hrs
10/19/93

Gravel from Beneath Co-60 (3.77¢0.05)E-5 (15%)
Hot Cell Exhaust
on Roof
1500 hrs
10/19/93

DC Sewage Treatment Cr-51 (6£3)E-7
Plant - Pretreatment I-131 (6.44+0.16)E-6 (25%)
#3 Tc-99m (9.440.2)E-6 (25%)

1200 hrs
10/21/93

Courtyard Debrig(leaves) Co-60 (1.696+0r- 0.003)E-2 (50%)




Table II(continued)

Neutron Products Sample Results
SAMPLE ISOTOPE RESULY

Results in microCuries per gram (wet weight)

DC Sewage Treatment Cr-51 . {94¢4)E-7
Plant-Pretreatment #4 I-131 (6.244+0.15)E-6 (25%)
1200 hrs T¢-99m (9.3:1.5)E-6 (25%)
10/21/93 -
DC Sewage Treatment I-131 (8.9+0.2)E-6 (25%)
Plant-Post Treatment#l Tc-99m (9.2+0.8)E-7 (25%)
1200 hrs
10/21/93
DC Sewage Treatment I-131 (8.7+0.2)E-6 (25%)
Plant-Post Treatmenti#2 Tc-929m {9.21£1.0)E-7 (25%)
1200 hrs
10/21/93
Note: Results are reported as: result ¢ 1s counting uncertainty. Estimates

sysrtematic uncertainty are reported in parentheses, if appropriate

of
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Maryland Department of the Environment
Radiological Health Department

Neutron Products, Inc.
MD-31-025-01 Inspection
Photographs taken on September 20, 2000

Picture#1 — The courtyard area. Waste is stored in the waste storage
rooms (back left) and with in the B-25 shipping containers.

Picture#2 — Another view of the courtyard, from the unrestricted side of
the fence. Two soil samples were taken in this area: by the fence near the
drain and by the corner near the generator.



Picture#3 — Neutron Products, Inc. sign.

Picture#4 — Mr. [l house which is directly across the street from NPIL.
NPI has posted a monitoring badge on his porch as well as in his home.
The badge outside received 105.4 mRem for 1999 and the badge inside his

home received 66.2 mRem for 1999,




Picture#5 — The stone trap.

Picture#6 — The dry pond area (looking out from NPI building).



Picture#7 and #8 — Collecting soil samples from the rock bed within the
dry pond area.




Picture#10 and 11- Old drainpipe that extends under and next to the
railroad.
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MARYLAND STATE DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND MENTAL HYGIENE
\\ RADIATION LABORATORY REPORT
(410) 767-5537
SAMPLE SOURCE: _NPI COLLECTOR: _Jacobson/Nelson SAMPLE TYPE: Soil
COLLECTION DATE: 03/16,03/18/99 RECEIPT DATE: _03/19/99 REPORT DATE: _03/29/99 ANALYSES BY: _Wise/Hegde
L. e
LAB. NO. Sample_Type Location 0¢co_pCi/g
1767 Soil Courtyard 7.7679 x 10E+03 # 3.3262 x 10E+02
1767L leaves Courtyaraq 7.7048 x 10E+03 % 3.7174 = 10E+02 *
1767s Soil Courtyard 1.3406 x 10E+04 * 5.9065 x 10E+Q2 *
1768 Soil Sewer Element LAA 1.2035 x 10E+01 = 6.9293 x 10E-01
1769 Soil Outside LAA Fence 1.6775 x 10E+02 * 7.384% x 10E+00
1770Q Soil Cutside Fence 1.0352 x 10E+02 2 4.7674 x 10E+00
1771 Soil Outside Dry Pond 2.16%0 x 10E+01 +* 1.0100 x 1O0E+00
1772 Soil RR Tracks Near Road 9.6314 x 10E+0l * 4.5014 x 10E+00
1773 Soil RR Property Near Pond 1.0141 x 10E+02 + 4.4152 x 1QE+00
1774 Scil Dry Pond 7.6286 x 10B+01 * 3.7762 x 10E+00
1778 Secil Dry Pond - Par Side . 1.8664 x 10E+02 x 8.3409 x 10E+00
Note:

* Low weight and not all soil or leaves.
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MARYLAND STATE DEPARTMENT COF HEALTH AND MENTAL HYGIENE
RADIATION LABORATORY REPORT
{410) 767-5537

Page

1 of _1

SAMPLE SOURCE: _NPI

COLLECTOR: _Jacobson/Nelson

SAMPLE TYPE:

Soil

K4 T NWD WA

COLLECTION DATE: D3/16,03/18/99 RECEIPT DATE: _03/19/99 REPORT DATE: _03/29/9% ANALYSES BY: _V¥Wise/Hegde
L. ke
LAB. NO. Sample Type Location Beo_wCifg
1767 Soil Courtyard ?7.7679 x 10E+403 + 3.3262 x 10E+02
1767L leaves Courtyard 7.7048 x 10E+03 % 3.7174 x 1CE+02 ~»
17678 5011 Courtyard 1.3406 z 10E+04 2 5.9065 x 10E+02 »
1768 S0il Sewer Element LAA 1.203% x 10E4+01 2 6.9293 x 10E-01 —
1769 Soil Outside LAA Fence 1.6775 x 10E+02 * 7.384% x 10E+00 o
1770 Soil Outside Fence 1.0332 x 10E+02 % 4.7674 x 1Q0B+00
1771 Soil Outside Dry Pond 2.1690 x 10E+01 * 1.0100 x 10BE+0C
1772 Soil RR Tracks Near Road 9.6314 x 10E+01 % 4.5014 x 10RH+00
1773 Seil RR Property Near Pond 1.0141 x 10E+02 % 4.4152 x 10E+0O
1774 Scil Dry Pond 7.6286 x 10E+01 * 3.7762 x 10E+0Q
1778 Soil Dry Pond - Far Side 1.86€4 x 10E+02 + 8.340% x 10B+00 P
o
[
b
w
futy
0
hhy
Note: D
* Low weight and not all soil or leaves. ¥
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NeUTRON PROCLCTS i

22301 Me. Eplraim Reaa, I (). Jox 6
Dickerson, Marvland 20342 1/ia
301-349-5001 FAX: 361-3:9-7433

5 August 1589

VIA FAX: 410.631.3198

Mr. Holand G. Fiatcher

Environmental Manager

Radlological Maaith Program

Maryland Dapartment of the Environmant
2600 Broening Highway

Baltimore, Maryiand 21224

Re: Radioactive Matenal Licenss Numbar #MD-31-025-01

Dear Mr. Flatcher:

| am writing in timely response o the Notice of Violation datad July 14, 1999 and received
here on July 16. This latter contains our responses 16 the violations afleged therein. Our
responses to the concerns and programmatic issues raised are set forth in a separate iatter
dated August 6 to avoid ccnfusmn in refgrencing.

Citation #1 states:

“1. Section D.501 titlad “Survaeys and Monitoring-Generai” requires in part that each
licensae shall conduct surveys that are nacessary 1o evaluate radiation levels and
concentrations of radicactive material. License amendment 33, Item N dated May
23, 1989 requires in part that all soils exhibiting levels of radioactivity in excess of
B picocuries per gram above background, for an equivalent area of 30 ft by 30 #t
wharever found. shall be removed and properly stored/disposed of by the licensee.
The gamma exposure rete at one meter above the ground surface shall not excesd
10 microR/hr above background for an 4rea greater that 30 ft by 30 ft and shall not
excaed 20 microR/hr above background for any discrets area.

“Contrary to the requirements of Saction D. 501 and license amendment 33, the
analysig of 504 samples anllscted by RHP inspectors from the dry pond and the
Rtjacant railroad property colisctad on March 18 snd 18, 1888 indicate thet tha soil
congantration for cabalt-6C contamination exceeded 8.0 picocurias per gram.

Thasa contaminated areas of the dry pond and the adjasant propertiss are graster
than 30 ft by 30 f1. The licenses fsilad to conduct scil samples and analysis 1o
agcurately determine the status of compliance during the years of 1937 and 1988,
During the inspaction, RHP Inspactors collected random soil samples from the far
side of the dry pond and the adjacent railroad property. The samples were analyzed
by the Maryland Laboratory Administration’s Radiation Chemistry Laboratory who
determingd the cabait-80 56l concantrations 1o be 186.8 and 101.4 pigacurias per
geam respectively. Tha ficenses still has not ramavad 20l contaminated with cobait-
50 from the adjacent reilroad proparty to establish compliance with the 8.0
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picocurie per gram soil concantration limit. The Stipulation and Sattlement (Civil
Case No. 76638 in the Circuit Court 18r Mantgomery County) dated January 3,
1004 requirad the licensea 1o clean all contaminated soil areas by June 15, 1994,
The licangee falled 10 mest this deadline and ie refusing t0 remediate this property.
Furthermore, tha dose rate at one meter above the ground surfaces of the dry pond
#nd adjacent arcas exceeds the dove rats limit of 10 micro R/hr above background.
The RHP has determined the dose rate at two locations st the boundary of the dry
pond to he approximately 631 milliram par vear aivd 342 milllrem par year. The
tence surrounding the dry pond was cqnatructad such that it does pgt prevent or
sdequately discourage unauthorized access, During the April 1987 inspaction, the
RHP ingpsctors found svidence that soii contaminated with cobalt-80 was removed
by an unknown person other than the licensee. The licerisee did not subimit the
dasign to the RHP fur approval prinr ta canstruction and thig iccos otill remaing
unresolved. This is s REPEAT and ongoing violation,”

Rosponge

1.1 itis no secret that we do not maet the requirements of License Condition 13N of
Amendment 33, Prior to its imposition in 1989, we informed MDE that we would nat be
able to comply with this condition unti} gfter tha courtyard had been encloted; and the
program we submitted in respones was not ia strict confoimance with MDE's request.
Howaever, rather than resclva our differances st the time, MDE chose to characteriza our
response as being in sybstantial compliance. end contracted to ooopornts with Ul L
resolva any perceived deficiencies. Unfortunately, your concept of cnoperation includes
neither quantitative analyses nor any othar congideration of tachnical faasibility or
goanomic practicality; and as a result, our ficenss has been burdened by harmfully stringent
and remarkably counter-productive license conditions for mors than a decade.

1.2  WNevartheiess, during the intarvening petiod, we have devised and implemented

“meaans other than Courtyard Enclosure which have snabled us to approach, but not nearly
achieve, the impractical standard prescribed by Licanse Condition 13N, and we have
raalizad eppreciable success in that ragerd. To wit:

we conceived, constructed, and put into oparation & stone trap that reduced by
gbout BO0% the activity reaching our dry pond, thereby raducing both activity and
radiation ievels within the dry pond and downstream therecf;

although it is not practical to preclude forced entry to the dry pond by the
rnischievous membera of our socigty, we buils and postad an enclosing fonee that is
more than sufficient to dany inadvertant access to the innocent but unwary;

we undertook several successful campaigns to remove and package contaminated
soit and stone from the stone trag, the dry pond itself, and the outflow region
immediately downstream thereof, removing and avaluating tons of soll and stone on
sach such occasion, substantaliy reducing both radiation levels and soil
contamination thereby, and establishing that we were successfully racovering all

NEUTRON PRCEUCTE inc
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but a fractional percent of the activity csrriad by stormwater entering the system;
and .

we performed a major cleanup ang reorganization of the south wasts room, thereby
substantially reducing skyshina from the storage of RadWaste that MDE would not
authorize us to sompact. '

As a conseguance of the rmeasures implamented above, a currant survey shows the waste-
high radiation lavel on the siding had been reduced to approximately 70 uRem/hr, a
reduction of 60% from the laval of 170 yRem/hour measured at the same location in 1891,
However, rather than acknowledge and cooperate with our good faith efforts to do what
we reasonably could to further reduce a leve! of centamination, alresdy far below
regulatory limits and of no conceivabla concern to public health and safety, MDE ignored
our progrese, cited us for failing to satisty the impraciical limits of License Condition 13N
during virtuaily every inspaction of our 01 license, and sought to impose grossly inordinate
financial panaities for failing to achisve tha impracticel result it had mistakanly required.

1,3 As you know, rathar than pay the inordinate fine {of $120,000) you sought 16 levy
in 1990, wa proposed to spend at least three timas that amount on mutually agreeable
radiation safety projects - including the anclosure of our Courtyard and the construction of
Radwaste manegement facilities therein which were reasonably required 1o satisfy the
requirements of Extra Regulatory License Conditions 13L and 13N. Yet you rejected that
constiuctive approach, for stated raasons that wera unintelligible, in favor of a lawsuit
which required us to spend on legal feas tha funds we were prepared to devote to the
satisfaction of your unsubstantiated and then unattainable raquirements. Even at this late
date, it weuld seem that a written expianation is required.

u

Moreovar, MDE hae zlso chogen to misrepresent the essential features of the Stipulation
and Settlemant dated January 3, 1994 whigh purportedly settled that suit. At the
settlernent meeting, | explained that it would be countsrproductive 1o remova goil from the
siding because it presently serves as an effectiva barrier to the spread of activity (hewever
Jow snd innocuous) into arsrs More lkely to be occupied. As a rasull, it was agread in
writing that we would not remediate the siding, or satisfy the limits of Condition 13N as it
partains to our own property, until two months after the Courtyard enclogure was
complete, and the writtan Agreement provides that we will not be penalized for failing to
do so. Moreover, it was orally agreed that, aven after tha courtyard is enclosed, the
extent of downairaam and dry pond cleaning would bs geverred by coraderstions of
ALARA,

L4 Indeed, that understanding has served both Neutron and the community well since
- the sclivity an the siding is contained within a distance of about fifty feet. ‘et we

continue to be cited for failing to undartake what was agreed at the tims to be a

counterproductive and expensive oxercise of no material benefit 10 the community.

1.6 Putting &l this in perspective, a marmber of the public would need to ingast
5,000,000 picocuries in order 1o be axposed to a committed effective lifetima duse

NEUTRON PRCDUCTS inc
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sguivalant of 50 millirem. At the average esntaminatian levels cited by AHP, this would
amourit to ingésling more than a hundred pounds of contaminated soil. Even if such an
unlikely svant ware to eceur, the cobalt-80 present in the soll would pose only a minimal
hypothatical risk compared with the suicida! risks associated with eating so much dirt and
stone, whether contaminated or not. Thus it is clear that there is no cradible risk to the
public from ingestion of the contaminated soil at issus here.

1.8 Moreover, as noted by NRC more than five years ago in response to an MDE query,
ragulatary limits on permissible soll contamination levels are governed by tha radiation
exposure likely to be experienced by real psaple. It is mind boggling to us that, after ai!
these yeara, no one within AHP has performed the anslyses requirad to aither verify or
contradict Neutron’s analyais, long sharad with MDE, that the levels of cobait-80
contaminstion in and around the dry pond are not likely to result in exposures 1o individuals

in excecs of 2 mRem par yaar, and 4o not constitute elther 8 public health hazard or »
violation of any duly promulgated regulation or license condition.

1.7  Finally, it should ba obvious, after multiple scil removal campaigns, that no
reasonable isvel of soil removal and remediation st this time, or any intervening time, will
provide for ongoing comgliance with Condition 13N. Rather, until such time as the
courtyard is enclosed, it is unlikely that literal compliance with Condition 13N, as
intenpreted by MDE, could be achievad, if at all, without the continuing and totally
unwarranted axpanditure of tans (purhaps hundrads) of thousands of dollars per year and
several man weaks of tedious work. I submit that few, if any, responsible regutators
would fail 10 congider any sueh sxpanditure 1o be & misdirsction of priorities and a
proposed squandering of limited material and human resources much better applied to
projects far more likely to benefit radiation safety, public health and environmental

decencgy. .

1.8 Your commants about the fence are not well taken. Clearly, the purpose of the
fance surrounding the dry pond is to discourage inadvertent sntry by mambers of the
public, and for that purpose, the existing fance is more than adequate. Morsover, no fence
of the type prescribed by both MDE and Neutron is high enough to keep out someone who

wanig to gat in; and in the courss of the Apnil, 1887 inspaction to which you refar, | am
told it was evident that "the soil contaminated with cobalt-80 that was removed by an -
unknown person other than the licanseo” waas, in faet, remevad by digying under the fence

not by climbing over i,
Coreactive Action

1.8 Om Newtion's part, Dick Damary, Jeffrey Wiliiams and Blil Rangohoff will continus to
WwOrk on alternative means for reducing the amount of contamination which raaches the dry
pond andg the radl siding. Spacifically:

Racently parformed laboratory tests have demonstrated the effectiveness of
clinoptilolite, which is a naturally oceurring zeolite rock, st remaving cobalt-60
comamingtion from wator: snd same clinoptilolite yravel has baen deploysd in the

NEeUTRON PRCCUCTS inc
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stone trap and dry pond in order to rast its effectivenass in the fiald:

Wa hava teken additional messures within the LAA liself (ssa Response to Citatign
#3) which wa ballove will be at least partisily effactive in further reducing the
outfiow of activity from the courtyard; and

For the raasons set forth in parsg'ruph— 1.10, wa ara planning to restore the original
dry pond channel to its original contour,

1.10  Qur most recent surveys of the dry pand and its environs indicate that the cobait-60
concentration in the area downstream of the rip-rap on the discharge side of the dry pond
{and proximate to the dosimeter location which MDE claims to hava exceeded 500
millirem) has increased reiative t¢ other locations upstream. In hindgight, it appears that
our multiple remediation campagns have iowered the contaur of the dry pond channel and
reducad somawhat the efficiancy for capture within the dry pond itself. It is timely for
anothar drypond remaediation campaign, in the ¢ourse of which we plan to remove
contaminated s in the effectad asraa on both sides of the fence and from ths dry pond
nhannel, aftar which we will restora the original contour of the dry pond channel. Pending
results from the clinoptilolite trial, we may aiso deploy more of this material at the pond
entrance in attempt 10 further reduce the downstream migration of activity, Wae are
awaiting a dry pond inspection report from the county and plan to make any othar required
dry pond changes concurrently.  In any avant, wa sxpect sitother interim removal of
contaminated soil to be complated during the naxt faw months under the suparvigion of

Jeffray Wiiliams.

1.11 Thesa are the types of corrective actions which wa have usid ovar the yaars to
raduce the dosea ratas on the abandoned rall ciding ae doseribad in Paragraph 1.1 above;
and although their continuation is not necessary from considerations of public heaith, it has
been and remaina a prudent gourse of antion for its prospactive pusitive impact on publi
ralations. We raspectfuily submit that the realization of a positive impact is thwarted, not
by Nautron’s failure 1o perform as raascnably required by the facts, but by MDE's ill
considered refusal to admit that the Bracaniap limits of License Conditisn 13M ware
mposed in error and improperly enforced, and the noedless anxiety created among soma of
our neighbors as a result I8 a dissarvics to tha community. In the course of our _
forthcoming Manegement Conference, we would appreciate an opportunity to diecuss and
consider a meaningful remedy.

.12 Regerding surveys and maonitoring, the parimetar of the drypoend and the adjacent
ares duwnatraam thereof hyve been continually monitorsd with thermoluminessent
dosimatry throughout the pariod in question and it has besr no secret that these areas do
ant meat the Extra Raguistory requirarnants of Condition 13N. in addition, thrae
dotumprted surveys wers conducted (n 1999, at leagt one of which was reviewed by
RHP's inspectar. Whila the data 4o not {and for reggons statad ahove should noed nae |
demonstiate compliance with Condition 13N, when viewed in historical context it does
shew 8 rmarked redugtion in activity trom levsels present in 1991 which were, in turn, much
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lower than those of 1988, Again, rather than continue te berate‘us on this matter, it
would seem mare constructiva for MOF te acknawladge the genyine progress that has
been made, taka its fair share of the credit, and repeal lts Incessant Jurnand for counter-

productive action on our part.

. Citation #2 states:

*2.  Esetien D.101, titlogd "Radiation Frotection Programs” requires in part that
sach licensee shall use all means necessary to maintain radiation exposuras to levels
as low as reasonably achievable.

Contrary to Secton D.101, tha licenses failed lo maintain radiation axposurse to
members of the public living near tha plant to levels as low ag reasonably
achisvabls (ALAMA). This ia a REPEAT vinlation fram pravious inspection, The RHP
measured approximately 202 millirem per year at lhe portico of a resident’s home,
353 millirern per year on tha lawn of a nearby resident and 150 millirem per year
next to the home located on this property. The RHP has identified the waste
storage rooms as the source of these elevated radiation levels in the community.
NPRI continues 1o store guantities of radicactive wasta. In fact, tha licensas hag only
shipped for disposal, a smail fraction of the radioactive waste that they have
generated over the past three decades.”

Response

i1 Firat, it is relevant ta note that the principal source of radiation in tha naighhaorhood
Is from skyshine that Is very low in energy and substantially ghlslded against by the
ordinary walle and roofs of aroa dwellinga. Thua, outdoor roadings are neot indicative of
actual exposures. The person at highest risk of exposure is an individual who occupias
the hnusa acrass the steeat, and spanda the graat majority of his tima indoars Thus, we
have been monitoring the inside of his home for sevaral years. For 1998, our records
indicate that he received a dose of 76 millirsm based on TLD data and using conservative
assumptions. The dosimetry dsta for 1998 was reviewed by RHP inspectors,

The 1898 exposure was ossontially unchanged from that of 1997, but when compared to
1996 data, applying the same conservative assumptions, his exposure has been reduced
by about 18 parceant. The reduction rasuited from a combination of shielding the direct
component from the north waste room; the bagged waste sorting and shipping campaign
of 1998; and the raorganization of the south wasts room. While redustion of public
exposure was not the sole objective of the scuth wasts room project, the reduction in
skyshine which rasuited cume at tha axpsnss of 6.9 parconeram of secupational axposuie
to Neutron employees.

.2 Moreover, with regard to ALARA, we are not aware of any additional measures
which ecuid be taken at this time that would reduce the dose to the most highly exposed
members of the public that would not requirs offsetting occupational axposure two 1o thyse
orders of magnituds greatar. If RHP knows of some scohomsivally viable measures we
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might undsrtake, pending the complatien of the Courtyard Enclosura Project, which could
reduce radiation background in the community without significant increases in occupational
axposure it is imely for you to share them with ug. This is our second raguest.
Alternatively, if it is the official position of RHP and/or MDE that it is ALARA 10 affect a
small deerasse to public exposure at the expense of a much larger increase in exposure to
workars, then kindly dogument the basis of that position. Msanwhily, based on the
guidelines provided in NUREG 1530, in performing ALARA analyses the valus of $2,000 is
to be placad on each person-rem of axpnsura.  Acoordingly, if wo can reducs our
neighhor's exposura to 2ere for luss than $152 per year ($2,000/person-rem x 0.078
rem/fyesc}, we are obliged to 5o perform. Wa are not aware of any action we could Luke
far any reagonabla cum of monsy (not limited 1o $702 ) that would reduce his exposure by
any measurable smount. If MDC knows of any such opportunity, please sdviss and we
will consider it.

1.3 Inany event, as opportunitieg to reduce public exposures arise in conjunetion with
some other project so that they can bs accomplishad without undue increases in

" eccupational exposure, we will pursye them as we always have (see parsgraphs .4 and
.55, Inreality, it is our experienca that we routinely spend significantly in excess of
ALARA-racommended amounts in trying to reduce sxposures 1o both empioyass and
neightors, and MDE’s aliegations in this regard are il considered in the extreme. Our
current effort involves the planned recrganization of the North Waste Room intended
primarily {or other purposes. The plans for this reorganization ara well advancad, we are
continuing to make the necassacy preparations, and we intand {v complets the process
within the next fgw months.  As a by-product, baekground radiation in the neighborhood
will also be reduced in a way that couid not bagin to be justifisd (for that scle purpose} by
considarations of ALARA.

.4 A major source of contention betwean MDE and Neutran i MDE’s insistence that
ALARA means "ae low as possible” and that ALARA analyeas can never be used to justify
inaction gn the part of the licenceo. 1t is sur position that, In its interpratation of ALARA,
MODE has strayed very far afield from hoth NRE's documented intent and from the common
sense reading of MDE’s ragulations in that regaerd; and we consider it critical 1o resolve the
matter. For that purpose, wa suggest that both competent NRC authorities on the matter
and MDE 1op managemaeant be prasant at our Management Confarence.

ILB  In addition, the sffect of our storad radwaste on background levels of radiation
could be significantly reduced by the prudent yse ¢f a compactor. As you know, we have
been prohibited trom gompanting waste far,more than a dacade. We spent approximately
four years trying to sssure MDE's approvai for 8 redasigrad sompactor which met all of
MDE’s raquirements. However, ultimately MDE indicated that it had no intention of
approving & unit of our own design and canstriction engd that wa ansuld have proposed 8
system Manufactured by others and used elsewhere in the industry,

.6 While we take axception 10 that palicy. wa have identifisd aush a unit, placed a
gaposit on it, and submitted a proposa! to MDE for a licensa amendmant that would
authorize its ingtaliation and use, This is a compactor and air handling system which has
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baan used extansively throughout the industrysfor tha compaction of radwaste. For this
project to be complatad, tha next stap s for MDE to grant approval for the installation and
use of the propoaed compactor. ‘

0.7  Furtharimore, use of the compactor will be required to make most afficient use of
our radwaste shipments. For instance, an 8 drum shipment of uncompacted waste will
only remove 8 drums from our facility. With the use of a compactor, we ¢an reasonably

axpact ta ramovae 20 to 40 druma in such a shipmant,

1.8 MDE's allegation that Neutron "has shipped for dispesal, a small fraction of the
radioadtive waste thay have geneiratad over the past thres dacadas" is both falss and
maliciously misleading. The relavant facts, in proper context, are that in a manner
consistant with the clearly stated intant of The Atomic Cnargy Act of 1954 As Amended
("The Act"), and the proper application of ALARA, the prudent managemant of the
Radwaste generated by Neutron comprises:

the encapsulation and underwater storage of the highest activity waste pending its
dacay to the point whsra it can be stored in above.grade shisided storage, or
dispocsed of as radwaste significantly reduced in activity;

the storage of othsr high acti\iitv radwaste which does not lend itseli to
sncapsulation in above-grade shleided storage which may include drum shieids,
waste storage vaults, shislded wasts atorage rooma, ate.;

the accumulation, packaqing and unsRiasidad (or lightly shielded) storage of low
agtivity wagte, and

ths handiing of waste for shipment at such time as it has decayed o the point
whara tho radiation safety burufity of divpesal dxased the vost (in vccupational
axposeuras and monetary costs) in a way that is truly responsive ta ALARA and the
stated intent of The Act.

L9 Ag 2 rasult, the great majority of the radwaste curias ganeratsd by Neutron, are
sncapsulated in stainless steel, stored for extended periods, and disposed of by decay
rather than offsite shipment,  Similarly, more of the curias stored in drum shields are
properly disposed of by decay than by premature shipment for dispcsal. However, prior 1o
1890, the great rmajonty of radwaste volume was compacted, packaged and dispossd of
within & few months {(or vesrs) of its ganerstion.  Our then traditional approach to
Radwaste wus altersd in response to two unrelated svents;

the failure of the waste disposal site at Maxey Flats, KY, followed by lawsuits
ayainst those of us who sent waste there in good faith; and

ordars from the State restricting cur shipment of Radwasta, and raduiring us to
subinit plansg to stors ail radwaste ganerated hy Meutron for five years.
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The Maxey Flats episode raised a stern warning that the shipment of radwaste to an
aoproved “diapnsal® site did not reslly oongtitute dispusal. Ratle, it ey well consthute
an act of putting one’s wasts into lese reliable hands at great expanse while retaining
liability.

The State’s initiative brought ferth from Neutron a totally constructive response that was
trashed by the Napartment for gtated "roasons” that sbvisusly lackad vaiility. In any
avant, we were being required to make a major investment in Radwasta storage, and in
view of all tha circumstances, it seemead irreaponsible to spend the funds that would ba
requirad to safely store our waste in srdar to ship, prénisturely. the only certain demand
wa had for the gtorage capaoity we wars Bainy Oiduivd lu uresle under what provea 1o be
false pretenses. Meanwhils, wo bocame intrigued with both the ucenomic and radiation
safety advantages of sxtandsd term storage for high activity Radwaste.

in any svent, the great majority of cur waste volume has been and ig, of low activity; and
under the competitive market conditions that are ordained by The Act, Nautren would not
choose to 3tore the great majority of its waste voiume for a period fonger than reasonsbly
reguirad 1o accumuiate sptimum shipmente; and that is procisely what ws did prior 10
1890. Thug, there is no truth to MDE's twin mytha:

that we have only shippad a minor portion of the toial waste we have generated;
or

that we have & dasire to sinre any waste (high or low activity} for periods longer
than those which are economically nacessary and/or ALARA optimum.

Comrective Action

.9  Tha fact that MDE has cited us in alloged Violstion #9 fer a violation of ALARA
indicates that seme sort of ALARA analysis was parformed by MDE which would support
that citation. Pleasge forward that analysis 1o us promptly so that we can evaiuate that part
of the citation on its merita, Alternatively, plessa inform us of the flaw(g) in our
aszessment that we are in wide margin complianae with ALARA axcept to ths axtent that
We incur unNNeCBsSSary oxposuras in attempting to moility MRE by performing to its wishes
on mattars that may be adverse to ALARA put sre not*teo difficult to oblige.

(1L.10 The planned recrganization of the Nerth Waste Room is being undertaxen to fuifill
savarai necassary objectives unrelated to public exposure. However, wa have identifiad an
ppportunity 1o decrease the skyshine emanating from waste storage in the process. We
have completed our planning end are currently fabricating shadow shielding to be used in
thig projeet and will provesd once the shislds are compieted. Tha ectual rsorganization wil!
pa gerformed under the overall suparvigion of Jofiroy Willierna, and we intend Lo schedule
it at cur earliezt opportunity and complate it by the end af the summer.

11 Bimilarly, the instalistion and oppration of 2 drummad wasts compactor fulfills many
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desirable objactivas Including: wasts velums raduction (which MBE elsewhere supports),
the reduction, if not elimination, of combustible packaging, and a decrease in effective
disposal costs. In addition, the compaction of axisting waste in storage will alfow us
battar use existing means to shield waste in siorage and thereby further decrease
skyshina. The instaliation of the compactor will be performed under the auparvision of Jeff
Corun and Dick Demory, but no further prograss on this project can be made until the
approval of its installation and use from MDE is secured. We know of no reason why such
an approvai cannot be quickly grantad. Similar systsms have bsen used extensively
throughout the industry and it is clearly in the interast of Neutron, MDE and the community
to complete acquisition, instailation and startup with minimum delay.

in summary, Citation 42 seame to bo besed primarily on misinformsation and erronecus
sssumptions and analyses; and we respactfully suggest that it be withdrawn.

iit. Clhiation #3 statas:

"Section D.501, titled, "Surveys and Monitoring-General”™ requiras in part that aach
ilcenses make or cause to be made surveys as may be necessary 10 avaluate the
extent of the radiation hazards that may be present and to astablish compliance

with these regulations.

Contrary to Section D.501, tha licensees failed to conduct radiological surveys in tha
courtyard area of the LAA sufficient to detarming the pragence of inaf debris, which
contairied elevated levels of cobeit-60. RHP Inspectors collectad a sample of this
debris, whinh sontained & vobalt-80 eoneentration of gpproximarely 7704.8
picocuries per gram. The RHP has long identified this area as a potential release
point where radioactiva materials axit tha plant in an uneentrailed nanner,”

Responise

.1 We have undortzken an axtensive courtyard ciganing and remediation effort.
Severai years ago, we identified several spots of fixad contamination ambedded in the
courtyard {primarily in joints in the concrete). Those which could be easily dislcdyed
without extenaive damage to the courtyard and without risk of thair dispersal were
ramoved. The ramainder were painted to fix tham in place and to hinder thair digsctution
by reinwater,

1.2  Those spots have now baen forcibly removad, the impacted concrete joints have
been filled with grout, and most of the concrete portion of the courtyard nas been saal-
coatad 1o reguce sccessibiiity for the deposition of additicnal contamination.

L3 Meresvaer, must of the courtyard has been thoroughly cleaned, with the ramainder
10 pbe done after the completion of the north waste room rearganizatinn hrisfly dezcribed in
our Meeponage & Citation #2 wbova.

.4 Bqually important, we have worked 1o reduce the likelihood of contamination
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entering the sourlyard. The floors of tha room behind the call, the anta-room and the shop
rava all bean clsaned and repainted so that thay will be esasier to decontaminate. The
application of this paint should not significantly hamper whatever decommissioning
activities are reasonably requirad in the futﬁg.

.5  in addition, tha door bgtwaar the raoi buhind ths call and the vpen courtyard has
bean saaled more parmansntly and more affactivaly than before,

1
L8 Qur heaith physics technicisn had previously baen instructed ta perlodically remove
and package leaves collecting in the courtyard and for the most part our obgervations were
that he had done so. Mowgver, we averiooked the small amounts of humic material which
daposited in the courtyard’s nooks and eranniss, This material contains many carboxylic
sites capable of ionicly bonding cobait that would otherwise have been fixad by the stone
trap or drypond. it was this hutmus which was sampled by RHP's inspactor, and we are
expanding our courtyard policing practices to include the racavery of such matsrial,

.7 ‘We understand and acknowledge ths Department’s concarm about contaminated dirt
and leaves in the courtyard being & potential source for ¢if-sita contamingtion. However,
our survey program has heen finding fewer and fewer particles of lesser and lesser activity
gver tha yaars, and we beliava thie {0 be an indicatien af averall iprovement in our
contamination control program. Wa elso undarstand that tha Departmant doeg not bolieve
our survey pragram to be sdequate, and thet issue is addressed in our response to citation

£9.

Corrective Action

{1,.8  Danny Wineholt has basn made rasponsible for ansuring that the courtyard remain
frem of significant guantities of lsaves and other debris which may adsorb colait-80, and a
procedure has been drafted for his training and use,

.9  Your repeated references ta "the ralease of radicactive matarials in an uncontroliad
mannar” is noiner wall considerad nor wall taken, The saliant facts ara:

that wa relaase 10 the snvironmaent legs than one millicurie for 2ach muegacuria of
nohalt-80 processad, or lass than one part par billion;

that said re!ea_sas are harmiass to persons and property, ars periodically recovered,
and are in wide margin complisnce with duly promuigatsd ceyulations rolated
thareto; and

it is long past time that you terminatad your inesponsible rhetoric in that regard,
. Citpddon ¥4 statos:

"Sestion D107, ttled "Radiatian Pretsction Programs” requires in 2art that aanh
Heenses shali use &l maans to maintain radiation releases of radioactive matarial to
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levels as low as reasonably achievable.

Contrary to Saection D.101, the licensee failed to use all msang necessary to controf
releases of radioactive materiai from the Limited Access Area (LAA) to lavels as low
as reasonably achisvable (ALARA). Cobait-80 contamination continuas to be found
outside of NPI'g boundary thus substantisting the lcas of control of a hazardous
radionuclide. Two soil samples that ingpectors collected from the unrestricted side
of tha LAA fonce contained cobalt-80 sail concentrations measured to be 167,7 and
103.5 picocuries per gram. Soil samples that wara coliected by the railroad tracks
near the road and adjucent to the fence on the oulyide of the drypond measured

AR 2 and 21.7 picocurios par gram respeutively, The solls in the dry pond and
adjacent railroad property contein concentrations of cobait-80 that exceed
ragulatory requiraments. This is a REPEAT and sngoing viclation.”

Response

iV.1  On January 4, 1994, in response 1o an MDE query regarding the viability of the 8
picocuria par gram limit impoged upon cur licenae, NRC headquarters advised that the
important consideration is the leval ot exposure members of the public are likely to receive
as a rasult of thay contamination. Not havmo receivod tha amswer it sought, MDE simply
ignored the guidance.

L

V.2 Moreover, we estimate that no individual, except those Neutron employees who
periodically clean the dry pond, receives more than 2 miliirem per year from the cebalt-60
contamination on and areund dur property, vis-a-vie a reguiatory limit of 100 mRern per
yvesr. In addition, we know of no. model which credibly projects that the cumuiative
exposure to ali members of the public from such contsmination would exceed S millirem

per yesr.

V.3 8o, agaln using the $2,000 per person-rem value reacommended for ALARA analyses
in NUREG 1530, we find that if agtions on our part ansting less than $10 per yasr
{$2,000/parsan-ram x 0.006 ram/yoar) esuld sntirely efiminate the cumutative exposure
from soil-depositad contamination, than thosa actions should be performed.

iv.4 Clearly, we spend significantly in excess of $10 per year in aur afforts to reducae the
vresance of soil-deposited contamination and the citation that we are not in compliance.
with ALARA in this regard is, therefore, clearly without merit,

Lorvactive Action

.5 Ag in Citation #2, the fact that MDE has =zited us fur a violation of ALARA indicates
that some sort of ALARA analysis has been performed by MDE which would support that
citation. Pisase forward that analysis to us so that ws can avaluate it on its merits.
Alternatively, please inform us of the flaw(s) in cur assessmant that we are in wide margin
compl ancs with ALARA. Otherwise, kindiy rascind this citation,
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V1.4  Again, our performance during this period constitutes svidence of sound
contamination conirgl: and a true performanca-based inspaction would recognize that,
although soma i's wera left undotied and seme 'S Uncrogusd, the intended purpose of the

* flpor surveys (to verify that the building outside of the LAA remained contamination-free!
was not compromised, Therefers, no Gitation should have basn issued, and we
raspectiuily raquest that Gltation & be reporsidered and rescinded.

Vii. Citation # 7 statss:

"Section D.1103 titted, "Records of Surveys” requires in part that each licensee

shall maintain recorda of the results of radiation surveys required to demonstrate
compliance with regulatory limits and itern D.8 of license amendment 33:

Contrary to Section C.31 and D.1103, records of the floor monitoring surveys,
which were conducted during tho manths of Masohi-July, 1988, wure nut
maintained or available for inspection.”

Responae

VILT  Tha former ampioyes refarred to in ouwr Reaponse to Citation #8 was also

responsible for conducting the March throught July surveys. Although he performed them, =~ |

he failed to reduce his data and findings to the standard form wa use for this purpese, and
"..ha was some months behind in this panarwark whan ha lafr olr amplaymant, Dasnite our

nUMarous atteémpts, he miver did provide the appropriate documentation. However, during

W inspeulion, yourinsemsilons ware provided withe s dooument canitfying that he

conducted the surveys and that no contamination was found,

Vit.2 Thig is another instance where a true performance-based inspection would
rowgiley the effectiveness of the pregram and forgive the minor ransgression on e

paperwork.
Corrsctiva Actign

VI3 Eloor surveys conductad from Qciober 1998 onward have baen documentad and
records are available for inspection, a gorrootive action taken B monthg before the MDE
inspection.

Vild  in view o_f all the circumsiancas, Citation 7 appears 10 he a rather egregious
exemple of citation infiation, and wa respectfuily raquest that it ha rascinded,

Vill.  Citation #8 statas:
"License Amendment 33, ltem | and NPV's Random Inspection Pragram dated May

14, 1992 requires in part that the Radiation Safety Officer implement randem
inspections of the LAA and unrestricted areas o a monthly basis.
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Contrary to Saeties €,31 und license amendmeant 33, a monthiy audit of tha LAA
was not conducted as raquired for August 1998. This is a REPEAT violatian from
the April 29-30, 1897 Departmental inspection. Ths RHP is further concernad that
the Random Ingpection Program ig silil not effactive in resolving items of
noncomplianae and radietion safety concerns.”

Responsea

Vill.1 The purpose of the monthly audits is to ensure that company managemant
pericdically. raviews some portion of the operations in the LAA, Due to the then-recently
completod melting s3Mbayn end subsequent hot csil claan-up, there had been an
inordinato lavel of managemunt oversight in the LAA, therably vitiating the need for aven
rmora management presence within the LAA and sxacerbating the nead for management
gttention eisewhsre.

V.2 We aiso take issue with RHP's statement that the program is not effactive, We
have been telling RHP for years that the program has outiived its original purpose aihd
should be modified. Since MDE will not permit us to modify the program without its prior
approval, we sent MDE a draft of a raviaed program on July 28, 1888. RHP dismissed our
propesal out of hand at the management confersence held one ysar ago this week,

VIiL3 We have tried to act constructively 1o ravitslize the existing program; wa have been
reasonably successful in that regard; and a review of the monthly inspection reports and
quarterly roviaws will show that we have aven addressed, with corrective action, some of -
MDE's stated concerns.

Corrective Action

Vill4 Although we believe the rurrant pragram can be improved alang tho lines suggeeted
fast summaer, it is affectivs in its current mode for what it wae designad to do, and its
implementation is consistant with the cenditions in our licenaa. MNF has haen raceiving
the monthly letters certifying that the monthly audits have baan performed and that the
raports have been written, as outlined in our latter of Novamber 25, 1998, and. all required
inspections and quarterly reviews have been conducted from October 1998, cnward,

VIi.S As noted last year by Mr. Williams, he thinks the program can be improved; and in
view of all the citations it has avoked, | do not undarstand your reiuctance to aither review,
and cormment upon his approach, of give L& & fraa hand to use our own judgmant,
Considering that we have no record of the Denartmaent’s approval of the program we
drafted more then six years agn, and in view of the fact that cur condust of it has been the
source nf numerous citations, | 'ail to undarstand why it hes bacoms 80 holy that it can‘t
be upgraded? Piease explain in writing.

Vil Meanwhile, an tha merits, thers is no substance to Citativn 48. Rather, it appuears
to be a vintage example of citation infigtion, and we raspactfully request that you rescind

NEUTRON PRODUCTS inc
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VL7 Wa would be pleased to discuss with you the program modifications, as outlined in
our drait of July, 1898, or any improvements you may wish to suggest. Until then, it
gppears that no further corrsctive notion is approprate, and none is contampiated.  Kirwdly
confirm your concurrence.

1X. Citatlon £9 states:

"Ligensa Amandment 33 item D.8 and NDI'a sas kilomste yuivey plan requlres in
part that the licensees conduct monthly surveys of residential properties locatad
within the one kilometer radius of the plant.

Contrary to Section C.31 and the ona kilorneter survey plan approved by the RHP
and ficanse amendmant 33, radiological surveys of residential properties located
within the one kilometer radius of the plant warg nat conducted in June and July
1898. Furthermore, the majority of the residential propertias in this area have naver
been surveyed for radiological contamination.”

Responsa

IX.1 At MDE’s request, a tlyover of NPl'sdacility and the surrounding areas was
gonducted by DOE/NRC in late 1903 for the advertised purpose of discerning the location
and fraquency of off-site contamination. The survey was conducted pver a 42 square
kilometar area. Despite the fact that a8 very, sengitive crystal wae used, no contamination
was found outside a radius of spproximately 300 m around the plant. Nor was any
comamination found within the 300 m radius, although it was datermined that the
background levels from the plant were such that they would mask any low leval
camtamination within that area,

1.2 Armed with this information, and coupled with the fact that our own data of
aravioys community surveys made it very ciear that most of the spots of contamination
nad teen found on a few properties primarily downwind of the plant, we gaw no need 1o
change owr previously devised survay strategy. the purpose of which was not necessarily
te aover the sosael orea, but rather 1o fing and remove aven inconsaquential levels of
cuntamination. This is not to 3ay that we sonducted all of our surveys in one area,
Rathar, a5 provided by the Plan, we used tha rezuits of cur findings close to the piant to
halp dstermine the lacations for subsequant surveys further away from the plant.

{X.3 in adgition, wa would occasionslly survey @ property not in the general direction of
ust of owr findings.  Although we rarely locate contamination on such surveys, we
follow any laads developed when we do, ag preseribad in tha plan.  Ovaer the years, we
rave Devunt finding fawasr and fewer spots and we have recasntly stsrtad to expand the
radius of such aurveys.  Although we have never propossed to survey all progerties (or
gven most of them), we have advertised & willingness to respond to spacific survey
tetpiests, and we have ofton dens so,

NEUTRON PRODUCTS inc
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IX.4  We have found that a number of residents eentactad do mot wish us to survey thesw

proparty, and some have told us that MDE had giready conducted surveys. In order to
expand our data base and to assist with our planning of surveys wa would appraciate
raopiving from RHP ey data thay have col!ected in the course of conducting property
surveys in the Dickerson area.

Corrective Action

IX.5 In recent months, we have surveyed propertias which we had not previously
survayad and we intand to continue to do so on a regular basis. Surveys have been timely

and completa since August of 1298, g
,"' .
. IX.8  Cathy Bupp hag boen condummg tha "surveys, often accompanied by Daany
Winahoit.

X. Chiation 10 states:

"Section N.401 titled, "Testing for Laakage or Contamination of Sealed Sources”,
and license condition 12 requires, in part, that each sealed source with a half-life
greater than 30 days be loak tested at intervals not to excesd six mmtha

Contrary to the requirements of Section D.401 and License Condition 12, the
licens=e failed 10 tust aach sealsd source for leakage or contamination within the
raquired six (6) month frequency. Specitically, the licensee did not conduct any
ieak tests of their sesled source inventory (sources not transferred to an authorized
recipient) during the year of 1988, a time period greater than six months.
Additionally, leak tests were not conducted in 1999 until the day tha inspectors
requestad access to thase records for examination.”

Hesponge

X1 Of the dozens of routine health physics and radiation safety tasks which we ars
raquired, aithar internally o¢ axtarnally, 10 conduct on 8 regular schaduia, tha vast majuity
were quickly raassigned to alternative personnel after our statfing disruption.
Unfortunately, the semi-annual lsak tests wers overicoked.

X.2  Upon rasuaption of lesk testing, no evidence of failed ancapsulation was found.

Corrective Action

 X.3  Conduct of the leak tests has baen reassigned to Danny Wineheslt under the
suparvigign of Jeff Corun and Dick Demory. A loak tasting sehadule has been entsred in
our computerized “corporate calendar”, a task scheduling and reminder program.

Xt Citztion 11 srates:

"Saaction D. 1 104 titlad “Racords of Tests ‘o Lvakage or Contamination of Sealed

NEUTRON DRODUCTS inc
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Sourcas” requires in part that records of leak tests required by Section D.401 shall
be mzintoined f8r inspuulivn by the Agengy, Section A.4 titled, "Recorde” roguires
in part tnat each licensee shall maintain records shgwing the raceipt, inventory,
transfar, and disposal of all sources of radiation. Section A.5 titled "Inspections”®
raquires in part that sach licensee ghall make available, upon inspaction by the
Agency, records maintainsd pursuant to these regulations.

Contrary to Sections D.1104, A.4 end A.5, records of leak tests, which were
conducted during the years of 1990 to 1997, were not available for inspegtion.
Additionally, racorde of shipmants, receipt and transfer of radicactive sources were
not adequate and readily available for inspection. Inventory of radicactive matarials
was maintained in a computerized databasae, which evidently was not updated and
maintained on a requiar or fraquent bagis. Asd.result, these records were nnt
readily available for inspaction in a timely manner in that NPI spant severs! hours
creating material inventory recorg when it was raquested by RHP ingpectors tor
raview."

Hesponag

X.1  As stated shove, we suffered a heaith physics staffing disruption in 1998, During
this period, racords of leak tests for the paried in question, normaily haused in the heaith
physgics office, were misiaid. They have since baen recoverad.

%12 As MDE knows, we have detailed rocards of radioactive materlal shipped and
raceivad, snd those records are kept in the appropriate customer files because, for most
purposes, that is the most efficiant place for us to kesp them.

XL.3 Howaver, we recognize that this filing system doaz not maks for sffigignt
inspectivny. As a resylt, we nava started a naw logbook which maintains our running
inventory snd rooards the amount’ ul cobait-80 received and whenca it came, ag well as
tha amourt of uubal-80 shippea ang where it went. We believe that this will improve ths

efficiancy of subsequent MDE inspactiong®™*

Coreactiva Actlon.

Xt.4  Mainlanance of the atorementionsd loghook will be parformed by Ed DeRosa and
shall be updated on a achedule no less often than monthly,

A, Gitston 12 statas:

[

“Section D.1108 tited, "Records of Dose to Individual Mermbers of the Public”
raquiras in part that sach licengee maintains records sufficisnt to demonstrata
ecompliance with Secton D.301, which describes the dosge limit for individual
mambers of the public.

Contrary to Sention D.1108, the liconzas failed to malntain racords sufficiant to

~ NEeUTRON PRODUCTS inc
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demonstrate complianca with tha 100 milliram por yaar dese limit fur individual
meambkers of the public for the year of 1998. At the exit interview, the Radiation
Safety Officer describad the manner in which NP! can demonstrate compliance with
Section D.301 tivied, "Dose Limits for Individual Membars of the Public*. However,
a writtan documant daszribing this evaluation or a record demonstrating compliance
by measuremaent, calculation or sppropriate simuiation model, using recent radiation
mids aluniiy datd, was ot available for review during the inspection.”

Hesponsa

X1  For the year 1998, we prepared an analysis of public sxposure ts the most highly
sxposad cohort, This analysis was based on intarviews with the individual, plus surveys
and some TLD date. The analysis assurmned that the individual spent the majority of his
tima indoars, which was bassed on information supplied by him. Ag g conservativa
assumption, we piaced a TLD in the highest dose rate area of the house and further
assumed that the individual spant 1009% of his tima at that spot.

XIt.2 For the-year 1997 {the first year for which complete dosimetry data was avaiiable)
we included our analysis in our annua! report using the same conservative assumptions and

methodology.

XIl.3 For the year 1998, we collected and reviewad similar TLD data, and it wase ouwr
intention {¢ pravide a written review in the 1998 annual radiation prolection program
raview, as we had dons in 1397, At the time of inspection the annual review was still in
preparation. Howaver, the dosimatry data was supplisd 10 &nd reviewed by your
inanActnre. claarly demonotrating ssntihicaue wills 8,381 by Blausp.n.i1).

Xil.4 Flease clie the passage from COMAR requiring written analysis.

Consctive Action

XiL.5 The written analysis describad above will be inclyded in annual review of the
redigtion protaction program, which wid be parformed by Jeffray Williams and is scheduled
to be complated (atar this month,

XUt Ghstlon 13 states:

"License amsndment 33, item 13.L dated May 23, 1989 requires in part that the
radiation lavais at the boundary of the facility shell not exceed 500 millirem per

vear. 7]

Contrary to Section .31 and license amandment 32, the licensee failed to comply
with the 500 millirem per yaar boundary limit, Tha RHP measursd 531 millirern ot
the ferice of the dry pond for the year of 1998."

NEUTRON PRODUCTS inc
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KU1 This ticense condition has Heen an iskus nf nontention since itc impogitian on
Neutron's license in 1989. Several years ago, MDE wrota to the NRC requasting guidance,
ard the NRC contirmed Neutron's positionthst an evatuation of tha potantial levels of
exposure to members of the public waa important in detsrmining whather the excessive
stringency of such a condition was justifisd (tha limit is less then 3% of the ragulatory limit
which applies to all licensees in the United States, including those of us in the State of
Maryiand). MODE ignored this guidance, despita the fact that Neutron's svaiuation showad
that no member of the public could reasonably be expscted 1o receive more than a few
millirem per yesr from the point at the sire boundary whera the 500 mrem per year licanse
limit had bean excesded. .

Xill.2 Mareover, it MDE would subtract the contribution of natural baekgraund vadiation
50 that the msasuremaent truly reflocted Neutran's contribution to the total, then Neutron
wouid be under RHP’e 8CO millirer per year requiremant by both your measurament and
OIS,

X2 Qur own dosimetry for the area m question demonstrates compliancs, aithough the
first quarter dogimeter was discovered missing and we had to interpolate datg for the
petriod.

X4 Under the NVLAP program, a dosimetry provider qualifies by demonstrating an
accuracy of + 28%. As RHP is undoubtedly aware, thermgolumingscany dosimatry ig
eubjact to rendom arrors and statistical variation. RHP's claim of s 6% excess at a single
iocation should be taken in that context, and may weil be an anomalia.

Corrsctive Action

X5 Despite Neutron's objections to the excessively stringent condition, Neutron
continues to try te comply with it. Hopefully, the reorganization of the North Waste Room
and the remediation of the area downstream of the rip-rap on tha dischearge side of the dry
pond, which are bath centemplated for axacution within the next few months, are
axpectad to meks significant gontributions in this regard. Both projacts will be conducted
undar the supervision of Jeffray Williamas,

Xili.&6 Hawevar, in evaluating the significance of both the alleged violation and the
remedy, it should be noted thst ne individual is tikely t0 be axposed to as much 38 1 mRem
per yealr as a rasylr.

XitL.7 With ail due respect, we suggest that you aither raasind the citation or explain to us
why you consider it to be asither important or lagal for you 1o impose & Licanse Condition
that is fess than 3% of the statutory raquirsmaent,

Wa woeuld appraciate the benefit of & nrompt and favorable reply.

Yary trul

NeUTRON DRODUCTS inc
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30 September 1999

Mr. Carl Trump

Radiological Health Program

Maryland Department of the Environment

2500 Broening Highway :

Baltimore, MD 21224 Re: MD-31-025-01

Dear Mr. Trump,

I am writing to certify that I conducted the random inspection for the month of August on
August 10 and 11, 1999 and that the report is available for your review. In addition, I have
enclosed Bob Alexander’s monthly report for August, 1999.

In order to fulfill our requirements under License Condition 15C of the new license, I have
consulted with Jeffrey Williams, the Radiation Safety Officer for the O1 license. In the
month of August, there was one HECM incident exceeding 22,000 dpm. A count of 27,900
dpm was recorded on the afternoon of August 26 and involved employee #515 who had been
working in the room behind the hot cell. He used a frisker to determine that the
contamination was on his neck. He decontaminated himself to background by washing the
affected area. As you are aware, the area behind the hot cell is in a contamination control
zone and it is not unexpected that events such as this will occur from time to time. Jeff’s
evaluation determined that the additional dose to the skin would have been no more than 15
mrem, which is 0.03% of the regulatory limit of 50,000 mrem.

The HECM operated properly during the month, although the print-out of records on August
2 was affected by an earlier power outage. Timely interviews with employees uncovered no
unusual HECM events that day.

In accordance with Condition 22.B.2, during the month of August, contaminated soil was
found in the drain at the west end of the courtyard (8/10/99) and in the stone baskets at the
discharge side of the dry pond (8/4/99). Both areas were subsequently cleaned and the soil
and debris placed in a B-25 with other contaminated soil. The off-site survey yielded no
findings of contamination.

If you need additional information, please let me know.
Sincerely

e ROl

W.L.. Ransohoff !




HP CONSULTANT REPORT FOR
AUGUST 1999

Introduction

I visited NPI on August 30, 1999, to
conduct an audit of the LAA and hold

discussions with RSO Jeff Williams. Several

improvements in radiation protection were
observed, and others are in progress. 1 did
not identify any new problems.

1.0 Improved Containment for Soil

A problem previously mentioned in these
pages has been nicely solved. Several very
large polypropylene supersacks filled with
slightly contaminated soil, stored in the
courtyard, have been
transferred to new,
metallic-walled B-25
containers purchased
for that purpose ($600
each). Since the
weathered bags were

2.0 Protective Clothing

One of the contamination-control methods
that I have become accustomed to over the
years is a simple technique intended to keep
careless people who work in a contaminated
area from transferring contamination into
areas supposed to remain contamination free.
This technique is not employed at NPI. The
reason I am calling attention to it here is not
survey records showing any cause for
concern. My reason is primarily
precautionary for a problem that has
developed elsewhere and could develop here.

The technique is
simply: (1) to allow
protective clothing to
be worn only in work
\ areas where
contamination is

RADIATION allowed (already in

beginning to tear easily, PROTECTION , practice at NPI); and

this timely action has
prevented any

at

(2) to use distinctive
protective clothing

significant release of N olors as the way to
radioactivity. Also, the \ NEUTRON quickly identify

soil can now be readily . PRODUCTS ~ infractions of this rule.
moved from one place \\\ S This technique, I

to another by forklifi, . / believe, is worthy of
making it available for AN e reconsideration by NP1
temporary shielding. \N/ management.

Such shielding is used

effectively in the courtyard to reduce dose
rates both on- and off-site. The problem of
“identification tag” fading, previously
described, is being resolved as well. A stencil
is being prepared which will allow permanent
painting of the necessary information on each
B-25.

3.0 Dose Rate Qutside LAA

The closet of a large workshop outside théfg
LAA shares a wall with the north waste |-t
room. Although this wall provides o
considerable concrete shielding I noticed that’
the dose rate posted at the door to the closet
is 3 mR/h. Additional shielding (described«

below) has been constructed and is to be |

Prepared by R.E. Alexander, CHP



installed in connection with the
reorganization of the north storage room
contents.

4.0 Increased Shielding for Radioactive
Waste

RSO Jeff Williams, et al., are still preparing
for reorganization ot north and south waste
room contents. This reorganization will
provide improved utilization of storage space
and reduce courtyard dose rates. New
shields to be placed inside the north room,
against the back (east) wall, are almost
completed. These four L-shaped (6000 Ibs
each) shadow shields are composed of
welded %" steel plates, filled with concrete.
They will provide 12" of shielding across the
entire back wall, to a height of 10", In
addition, 4'-long right-angle extensions at
both ends of these shields will provide 6" of
shielding, also floor to 10', along the north
and south walls.

The initial objectives of this shielding are to
permit repositioning of the drum-shields
stored in the north room:

(1) without increasing off-site doses to
members of the public;

(2) without increasing the dose rates in
occupied office areas a short distance beyond
and east of the waste storage building;

(3) in a manner to maximize protection for
the second-floor lobby; ’

(4) without increasing the dose rate in the
area outside the back wall to a level
exceeding 2 mR/h;

(5) without increasing the dose rates in the
adjacent weld shop closet.

The shield sections can be readily moved by
forklift and will be useful after final
disposition of the Co-60.

5.0 Waste Compactor

NPI has submitted an application for a

REPORT FOR AUGUST 1999

licence amendment to acquire and operate a
dry radioactive waste compactor. One is O‘?
presently available which generates 85K /6}4,
Ibs/in?, providing volume reduction in the R
range 3-to-1 to 6-to-1. A spring-loaded disk
is used to prevent re-expansion before

- sealing. Jeff Williams thinks that up to % of

the south-room vault space can be reclaimed
using the compactor.

6.0 Hot Tool Room

The current plan is to load everything in the
hot tool room that is no longer used inio a
drum-shield and store it in the newly
reorganized north waste room.

7.0 “Navy” Source Replacement

Jeff Williams plans to replace the ‘Navy’
calibration source with a 3- to 5-Ci Co-60
source to be constructed at NPI. The source
strength would not be accurately known, but
the dose rates at desired locations would be
measured using an instrument calibrated with
a source traceable to NBS.

Page 2
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CERTIFIED MAIL: NOTICE OF VIOLATION

Jackson A. Ransohoff, President
Neutron Products Inc.

22301 Mount Ephraim Road
Dickerson, Maryland 20842

RE: Radioactive Material License Number: #MD-31-025-01

’ Dear Mr. Ransohoff:

This letter refers to the radioactive materials inspection conducted by Messrs. Bob Nelson,
Alan Jacobson, and Ray Manley of the Maryland Department of the Environment's (MDE)
Radiological Health Program (RHP) on March 16, 18, and 19, 1999. The inspection examined
radiation safety, compliance with conditions of your license, adherence to procedures and proper
maintenance of records, interviews with personnel, general observations, and independent

rneasurements.

During the inspection, certain- activities were found to be in violation of the Department's
requirements. The findings were either discussed with Messrs. Marvin Turkanis, Jeffrey Williams,
and Billy Ransohoff at the licensee management exit interview conducted on March 19, 1999 and
with Mr. Jeffery Williams by telephone on May 18, 1999. The violations found are listed in the

enclosed "Description of Violations.”

In addition to the violations found, the RHP has identified the following programmatic issues
and radiation safety concerns:

1. NPI personnel have still not demonstrated National Institute of Standards and Technology
(NIST) traceability of your calibrator source (Cobalt-60, M-498, 6.10 millicuries) which they
use to calibrate approximately 65 radiation survey meters and 46 self reading dosimeters.
This issue of concern was identified during the March 25, 26 and April 2, 1998 radioactive
material inspection, and described in the Department’s June 30, 1998 letter, and still remzins
unresolved. Furthermore, NPI personnel could not demonstrate the accuracy of their
conductivity meter. Finally, NPl did not possess or use a calibration standard, and, a
calibration record was not available for inspection.

TTY Users 1-800-735-2258 “Together We Can Clean Up”



2. The licensee has still not obtained the permits necessary to begin construction of the
courtyard enclosure. Radiation levels at the boundary of the plant and concentrations of
cobalt-60 in soils exceed regulatory requirements. NPI has been storing the radioactive
waste that was generated as a result of source manufacturing activities. In fact, NPI has only
shipped for disposal, a small fraction of the radioactive waste that it has generated over the

past three decades.

3. NP! continues to have unresolved compliance issues and radiation safety concerns
regarding all four of your Maryland radioactive materials licenses. Furthermore, NPi does not
have a full time Health Physicist on staff and your Health Physics Consultant, who only
spends a few days per month on site, has not been effective in resolving these issues and
concems. The Department is concemed because it appears that NPl management does not
have the technical expertise, financial resources and commitment towards radiation safety to
effectively implement critical aspects of an adequate radiation protection program necessary
to establish compliance with State Regulations and license conditions.

4, The Limited Access Area (LAA) of the plant, equipment, tools, storm water system, dry pond,
adjacent railroad property and soils, both on and off site, are contaminated with cobalt-60.
The RHP estimates that it will cost millions of dollars to remediate contaminated areas of the
plant and property. Your company filed for bankruptcy protection in 1986 and evidently, your
debts still remain unresolved. NPI has still not met financial assurance requirements for
decommissioning in regards to three of your Maryland radioactive materials licenses to which
the regulation pertains. Finally, your company does not maintain adequate documents which
describe your radioactive waste management plan or plan of corrective action regarding the
dozens of ongoing violations of Maryland radiation protection regulations and programmatic

radiation safety concerns.

As a result of these findings, you are required to respond to this letter and the enclosed
"Description of Violations" within twenty (20) calendar days of your receipt of this notice. Wntten
statements should be provided for each of the violations indicating:

a. Corrective steps, which have been or will be taken by you to remedy the present
violations and the results achieved or anticipated;

b. Corrective steps which will be taken to avoid further violations, who will undertake
these steps, and who will supervise them; and

C. The date when full compliance will be achieved.

Failure to provide these statements in the required time frame may resuit in the Department
taking escalated enforcement action under Maryland Radiation Regulations to:

(a)  modify, revoke or suspend your license,




Q
A,
G
(b)  issue a Departmental Order under the Annotated Code of Maryland, Env/ﬁ@pment

Article, Sections 1-301 and 8-101 through 8-601, and

(c) seek an administrative penalty of up to $1,000 per violation, per day [Section 8-
510(b)], or a civil penalty in an amount not exceeding $10,000 per violation, per day

[Section 8-509(b)].

The serious nature and the extent of the deficiencies noted with your radiation safety
program requires that you schedule an enforcement conference at the Agency's headquarters no
later than thirty (30) days after your receipt of this letter, at which time, upon review of your
compliance response, remedial actions can fully be discussed. Please indicate in your response

who will be attending the meeting representing NPI.

Please be reminded that Departmental compliance letters and licensee responses shall be
posted pursuant to the requirements of the Maryland regulations, Section J.11(d) titled, "Posting of
Notices to Workers." Should you have any questions concerning this letter, please contact Messrs.
Carl E. Trump, Jr., Bob Nelson, or me, at (410) 631-3301.

Sincerely,

Roland G. Fletcher, Environmental Manager
Radiological Health Program

¢ET
RGF/CET/RKN/cc

Enclosure: Description of Violations



DESCRIPTION OF VIOLATIONS

Neutron Products Inc.
22301 Mount Ephraim Road
Dickerson, Maryland 20842

RE: Radioactive Material License Nu:ﬁber: MD-31-025-01

Certain activities conducted under your license were found to be in violation of the Code of
Maryland Regulations 26.12.01.01 titled, "Regulations for Control of lonizing Radiation." These
violations are presented below:

1.

Section D.501 titled "Surveys and Monitoring-General" requires in part that each
licensee shall conduct surveys that are necessary to evaluate radiation levels and
concentrations of radioactive material. License amendment 33, Item N dated May 23,
1989 requires in part that all soils exhibiting levels of radioactivity in excess of 8
picocuries per gram above background, for an equivalent area of 30 ft by 30 ft
wherever found, shall be removed and properly stored/disposed of by the licensee.
The gamma exposure rate at one meter above the ground surface shall not exceed
10 microR/hr above background for an area greater than 30 ft by 30 ft and shall not
exceed 20 microR/hr above background for any discrete area.

Contrary to the requirements of Section D. 501 and license amendment 33, the
analyses of soil samples collected by RHP Inspectors from the dry pond and the
adjacent railroad property collected on March 16 and 18, 1999 indicate that the soil
concentration for cobalt-60 contamination exceeded 8.0 picocuries per gram. These
contaminated areas of the dry pond and the adjacent properties are greater than 30 ft
by 30 ft. The licensee failed to conduct soil samples and analysis to accurately
determine the status of compliance during the years of 1997 and 1998. During the
inspection, RHP Inspectors collected random soil samples from the far side of the dry
pond and the adjacent railroad property. The samples were analyzed by the
Maryland Laboratory Administration’s Radiation Chemistry Laboratory who
determined the cobalt-60 soil concentrations to be 186.6 and 101.4 picocuries per
gram respectively. The licensee has still not removed soil contaminated with cobait-60
from the adjacent railroad property to establish compliance with the 8.0 picocurie per
gram soil concentration limit. The Stipulation and Settlement (Civil Case No. 76639 in
the Circuit Court for Montgomery County) dated January 3, 1994 required the licensee
to clean all contaminated soils areas by June 15, 1994. The licensee failed to meet
this deadline and is refusing to remediate this property. Furthermore, the dose rate at
one meter above the ground surfaces of the dry pond and adjacent areas exceeds the
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dose rate limit of 10 micro R/hr above background. The RHP has determined the dose
rate at two locations at the boundary of the dry pond to be approximately 531 millirem
per year and 342 millirem per year. The fence surrounding the dry pond was
constructed such that it does not prevent or adequately discourage unauthorized
access. During the April 1997 inspection, the RHP Inspectors found evidence that soil
- contaminated with cobalt-60 was removed by an unknown person other than the
licensee. The licensee did not submit the design to the RHP for approval prior to
construction and this issue still remains unresolved. This is a REPEAT and ongoing

violation.

Section D.101, titled "Radiation Protection Programs" requires in part that each
licensee shall use all means necessary to maintain radiation exposures to levels as

low as reasonably achievable.

Contrary to Section D.101, the licensee failed to maintain radiation exposures to
members of the public living near the plant to levels as low as reasonably achievable
(ALARA). This is a REPEAT violation from previous inspections. The RHP measured
approximately 202 millirem per year at the portico of a resident's home, 353.0 millirem
per year on the lawn of a nearby resident and 150 millirem per year next to the home
located on this property. The RHP has identified the waste storage rooms as the
source of these elevated radiation levels in the community. NP! continues to store
quantities of radioactive waste. In fact, the licensee has only shipped for disposal, a
small fraction of the radioactive waste that they have generated over the past three

decades.

Section D.501, titled, "Surveys and Monitoring-General" requires in part that each
licensee make or cause to be made surveys as may be necessary to evaluate the
extent of the radiation hazards that may be present and to establish compliance with

these regulations.

Contrary to Section D.501, the licensee failed to conduct radiological surveys in the
courtyard area of the LAA sufficient to determine the presence of leaf debris, which
contained elevated levels of cobalt-60. RHP Inspectors collected a sample of this
debris, which contained a cobalt-60 concentration of approximately 7704.8 picocuries
per gram. The RHP has long identified this area as a potential release point where
radioactive materials exit the plant in an uncontrolled manner.

Section D.101, titled "Radiation Protection Programs” requires in part that each
licensee shall use all means to maintain radiation releases of radioactive material to

levels as low as reasonably achievable.

Contrary to Section D.101, the licensee failed to use all means necessary to control
releases of radioactive material from the Limited Access Area (LAA) to levels as low
as reasonably achievable (ALARA). Cobalt-60 contamination continues to be found
outside of NPI's boundary thus substantiating the loss of control of a hazardous



radionucide. Two soil samples that inspectors collected from the unrestricted side of
the LAA fence contained cobalt-60 soil concentrations measured to be 167.7 and
- 103.5 picocuries per gram. Soil samples that were collected by the railroad tracks
near the road and adjacent to the fence on the outside of the drypond measured 96.3
and 21.7 picocuries per gram respectively. The soils in the dry pond and adjacent
railroad property contain concentrations of cobalt-60 that exceed regulatory
requirements. This is a REPEAT and ongoing violation.

License amendment 33, ltems C.1 and C.4 requires in part that a Department
approved Health Physics Consultant conduct monthly evaluations and submit monthly
reports to the Department based upon such evaluations. Section C.31 titled "Specific
Terms and Conditions of Licenses" requires in part that each licensee shall be subject
to all rules, regulations and orders of the Agency.

Contrary to Section C.31 and license amendment 33, the licensee failed to submit the
Department Approved Health Physics Consultant's monthly reports to the Agency
during the third and fourth quarters of 1998 as required. This is a REPEAT violation

from prior inspections.

Section D.501 titled "Surveys and Monitoring-General" and license amendment 33,
item D.6 requires in part that the licensee shall conduct monthly floor monitoring within

the entire facility.

Contrary to Section C.31, Section D.501 and license amendment 33, monthly floor
surveys of the plant were not conducted in August and September 1998.

Section D.11083 titled, "Records of Surveys" requires in part that each licensee shall
maintain records of the results of radiation surveys required to demonstrate
compliance with regulatory limits and item D.6.of license amendment 33:

Contrary to Section C.31 and D.1103, records of the floor monitoring surveys, which
were conducted during the months of March-July, 1998, were not maintained or

available for inspection.

License Amendment 33, ltem | and NPI's Random Inspection Program dated May 14,
1993 requires in part that the Radiation Safety Officer implement random inspections
of the LAA and unrestricted areas on a monthly basis.

Contrary to Section C.31 and license amendment 33, a monthly audit of the LAA was
not conducted as required for August 1998. This is a REPEAT violation from the April
29-30, 1997 Departmental Inspection. The RHP is further concerned that the
Random Inspection Program is still not effective in resolving items of noncompliance

and radiation safety concerns.
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License Amendment 33 item D.8 and NPI's one kilometer survey plan requires in part
that the licensee conduct monthly surveys of residential properties located within the

one kilometer radius of the plant.

Contrary to Section C.31 and the one kilometer survey plan approved by the RHP and
license amendment 33, radiological surveys of residential properties located within the
one kilometer radius of the plant were not conducted in June and July 1998.
Furthermore, the majority of the residential properties in this area have never been

surveyed for radiological contamination.

Section D.401 titled, "Testing for Leakage or Contamination of Sealed Sources”, and
license condition 12 requires, in part, that each sealed source with a half-life greater
than 30 days be leak tested at intervals not to exceed six months.

Contrary to the requirements of Section D.401 and License Condition 12, the licensee
failed to test each sealed source for leakage or contamination within the required six
(6) month frequency. Specifically, the licensee did not conduct any leak tests of their
sealed source inventory (sources not transferred to an authorized recipient) during the
year of 1998, a time period greater than six months. Additionally, leak tests were not
conducted in 1999 until the day the inspectors requested access to these records for

examination.

Section D. 1104 titled "Records of Tests for Leakage or Contamination of Sealed
Sources" requires in part that records of leak tests required by Section. D.401 shall be
maintained for inspection by the Agency. Section A 4 titled, "Records" requires in part
that each licensee shall maintain records showing the receipt, inventory, transfer, and
disposal of all sources of radiation. Section A.5 fitled "Inspections" requires in part
that each licensee shall make available, upon inspection by the Agency, records
maintained pursuant to these regulations.

Contrary to Sections D.1104, A4 and A.5, records of leak tests, which were
conducted during the years of 1990 to 1997, were not available for inspection.
Additionally, records of shipments, receipt and transfer of radioactive sources were
not adequate and readily available for inspection. Inventory of radioactive materials
was maintained in a computerized database, which evidently was not updated and
maintained on a regular or frequent basis. As a result, these records were not readily
available for inspection in a timely manner in that NPl spent several hours creating
material inventory record when it was requested by RHP inspectors for review.

Section D.1108 titled, "Records of Dose to Individual Members of the Public" requires
in part that each licensee maintains records sufficient to demonstrate compliance with
Section D.301 which describes the dose limit for individual members of the public.
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Contrary to Section D.1108, the licensee failed to maintain records sufficient to
demonstrate compliance with the 100 millirem per year dose limit for individual
members of the public for the year of 1998. At the exit interview, the Radiation Safety
Officer described the manner in which NPI can demonstrate compliance with Section
D.301 titled, "Dose Limits for Individual Members of the Public". However, a written
document describing this evaluation or a record demonstrating compliance by
measurement, calculation or appropriate simulation model, using recent radiation
monitoring data, was not available for review during the inspection.

License amendment 33, item 13.L dated May 23, 1989 requires -in part that the
radiation levels at the boundary of the facility shall not exceed 500 millirem per year.

Contrary to Section C.31 and license amendment 33, the licensee failed to comply
with the 500 millirem per year boundary limit. The RHP measured 531 millirem at the
fence of the dry pond for the year of 1998.
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Mr. Carl E. Trump, Jr.
Program Manager
Radioactive Materials Licensing
and Compliance Division
Maryland Department of the Environment
2500 Broening Highway
Baltimore, MD 21224

Dear Mr. Trump:

I am writing to inform you that we intend to store packaged contaminated soil in locked sea
containers outside the Limited Access Area. The dose rate in any unrestricted area around
the containers will not exceed 2 mrem/hr, as specified in COMAR D.301.a.ii, and the
containers will be posted in accordance with COMAR D.902.

As you are aware, the soil itself does not present any radiological hazard and its activity is so
low that we routinely use it for shielding purposes. The storage of contaminated soil in this
manner is in the interest of Neutron, RHP and the community because it provides for
efficient storage of contaminated soil generated by past and future remediations of the dry
pond, rail siding, etc. Furthermore, with several drums and B-25’s removed from the
courtyard, we will be better able to effectively police the area for leaves, dirt, and debris,
which have been of great concern to RHP in the past.

Although we believe this storage to be consistent with the regulations and our existing
license, Condition 21.B.1 of the proposed license provides that:

"Any radioactive waste storage, either temporary or long term shall only be locateu n
the LAA with the only exception being the underground waste water storage tank...

We do not believe this provision was intendéd to address contaminated soil. Please confirm
that our intended storage of contaminated soil in the manner proposed herein is consistent
with the proposed license.

Sincerely,

NEUTRON PRODUCTS INC.

= R

W.L. Ransohoff
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MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF THE ENVIRONMENT

2500 Broening Highway @ Baltimore Maryland 21224
(410) 631- 3000 ® 1- 800 -633-6101 @ http:// www. mde. state. md. us

Parris N. Glendening Jane T. Nishida

Governor S E P 2 4 mgg Secretary

Jackson A. Ransohoff, President
Neutron Products, Inc.

22301 Mt. Ephraim Road

P.O. Box 68

Dickerson, MD 20842

Dear Mr. Ransohoff:

This letter is in response to Mr. W.L. Ransohoff's August 13, 1999 letter that
describes Neutron Products Incorporated’s (NPI) intent to store soil contaminated with cobait-
60 in areas outside of the Limited Access Area (LAA). The Radiological Health Program has
carefully reviewed your intended storage methods and determined that it would be in
violation of License Condition 21.B (1) of your Maryland Radioactive Materials License.

Since this soil is contaminated with cobalt-60, licensed radioactive material, the RHP

considers it to be radioactive waste. License Condition 21.B (1) states, in part, that any

’ radioactive waste shall only be stored in the LAA. License Condition 21 further states that
this type of radioactive waste may not be stored for more than two years and copies of the
radioactive waste shipment records shall be provided to the RHP and the Hazardous and Solid
Waste Administration within 14 days of the shipment dates. Finally, License Condition 21.B
requires NPI to submit a comprehensive plan for the disposal of all low - level radioactive
waste within 90 days of the issuance of the license. '

If you have any questions concerning this letter, pleasé contact Messrs. Alan
Jacobson, Ray Manley or me at 410-631-3301. You may also reach my office toll free by
dialing 1-800-633-6101 and requesting extension 3301.

Sincerely,

Carl E. Trump, Jr., Program rlganager

Radioactive Materials Licensing and
Compliance Division

RGF/CET/ADJ/edjg

TTY Users 1-800-735-2258 “Together We Can Clean Up”
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MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF THE ENVIRONMENT

MDE 2500 Broening Highway ® Baltimore Maryland 21224 v
(410) 631- 3000 ® 1- 800 -633-6101 @ http:// www. mde. state. md. us

," N. Glendeni Jane T. Nishida
ov;inor endening AUG 24 ]ggg Secretary

Jackson A. Ransohoff, President
Neutron Products, Inc.

22301 Mount Ephraim Road
P.O. Box 68

Dickerson Maryland 20842

RE: Response to your July 26, 1999 letter

Dear Mr. Ransohoff:

Enclosed please find copies of the information you requested with regard
to the assessed Administrative penalty of $15,700. The information has been
assembled with the intent to clarify matters. .

Maryland Law requires the Department to charge xeroxing fees for the
. material at .22 per copy (112 copies). An invoice in the amount of $24.64 will
- follow.

I hope this information will be helpful to you. If you have any further
guestions, you can contact Alan Jacobson or me at (410) 631-3300 or toll free 1-

(800) 633-6101 and requesting extension 3300.

Sincerely,

6&&/ é &Z-fm

Carl E. Trump, Jr., Programi Manager
Radioactive Materials Licensing and
Compliance Division

CET/cc ‘,

Enclosure(s): Copies of FOIA information Request
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CERTIFIED MAIL: RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Jackson A. Ransohoff, President
Neutron Products, Inc.

22301 Mt. Ephraim Road, P.O. Box 68

Special Delivery Fee

Restricted Delivery Fes _

n . ing 10
Dickerson Maryland 20842 G |Reum Recei ered
E _Remm Receipt Showing 10 Whm'
RE: NOTICE OF CIVIL PENALTY SETTLEMEN ‘%_ Da\e,&AddfesseesAddress _
[RAM-99-02) S | 1oTAL Postage & Fees '
Radioactive Materials License Number: B ook oroae
#MD-31-025-01 el AUG 24 1999
Dear Mr. Ransohoff: 2

This letter serves as a reminder that a $5,000.00 civil penalty settlement payment is due
to the Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE) by September 1, 1999 as a resuit of the
decision rendered by the Montgomery County, Maryland Circuit Court’s “Stipulation and
Settlement’-Civil No. 76639. In addition, an interest amount of $300.00 is assessed based on the
balance of $5,000.00. The total amount due is $5,300.00 upon receipt of this notice. Please

‘ make your check (invoice enclosed) payable to: Radiation Control Fund and mail to:

Maryland Department of the Environment
Radiation Control Fund
P.O. Box 2198
Baltimore, Maryland 21203-2198

Should there be any questions in this matter, please contact Mr. Cari E. Trump, Jr., or me
at (410) 631-3300. You may also reach our office by dialing 1-800

-631-6101 and requesting
extension 3300. '
Sincerely, .
' Y N Qe (
* ) / [ t
Roland G. Fletcher, Manager
df 7 Radiological Health Program
RGF/CET/cc
Enclosure: Invoice
cc: Attorney General’s Office
Debbie Kemp
Reader File

Merrylin Zaw-Mon

“TY Users 1-800-735-2258 “Together We Can Clean Up” @
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NEUTRON PRODUCTS inc

. ‘ 22301 Ms. Ephraim Road, P O. Box 68
Dickerson, Maryland 20842  USA
301-349-5001 FAX: 301-349-5007

e-mail: neutronprod@erols.com

October 21, 1999
Mr. Roland G. Fletcher, Program Manager
Radiological Health Program
Maryland Department of the Environment
2500 Broening Highway
Baltimore, Maryland 21224

VIA FAX: 410/631-3198

Re: License MD-31-025-01
Request for Source Transfer from Columbia Memorial dated August 20, 1999
Request for Source Transfer from University Hospital dated August 20, 1999
Request for Source Transfer from Baptist Memorial Hospital dated August 31,

1999
Request for Source Transfers from St. Luke’s Medical Centers dated September

21, 1999
Request for Source Transfer from United Hospital Center dated September 23,

1999

’ Dear Mr. Fletcher:

Per your request during our telephone conversation of yesterday afternoon, this
is to advise that:

- Neutron is planning to remove the teletherapy units from the
listed facilities;

- all of the units, except the one at Baptist Memorial Hospital,
contain depleted uranium;

- none of the source holders should contain depleted uranium;

- Neutron is planning to transfer the depleted uranium in the
units to our NRC license and is not planning to bring the units
or the depleted"u§§n1umpto Neutron’s Dickerson facility; and,

ookom .

ey o . .
- in no event {wi e license~1imit for depleted uranium at

Dickerson be excee% -
. e T» At}
. 1y 0%

If you have any further questions, please call me. If there are no questions, we
look forward to promptly receiving approval to transfer the sources per the above
requests.

§

Sincerely,
NEUTRON PRODUCTS, INC.

g

SETEAL Marvin M. Turkanis
Héﬁ%ﬁ?%aoﬁnAu v Vice President

MMT/afc
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MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF THE ENVIRONMENT

MDE 2500 Broening Highway @ Baltimore Maryland 21224
‘ (410) 631- 3000 @ 1- 800 -633-6101 e http:// www. mde. state. md us

Parris N. Glendening Jane T. Nishida

Governor : JUL 1 4 1999 Secretary

CERTIFIED MAIL: NOTICE OF VIOLATION

Jackson A. Ransohoff, PreSIdent
Neutron Products Inc.

22301 Mount Ephraim Road
Dickerson, Maryland 20842

RE: Radioactive Material License Number: #MD-31-025-01

> Dear Mr. Ransohoff:

This letter refers to the radioactive materials inspection conducted by Messrs. Bob Nelson,

. - Alan Jacobson, and Ray Manley of the Maryland Department of the Environment's (MDE)
Radiological Health Program (RHP) on March 16, 18, and 19, 1999. The inspection examined

radiation safety, compliance with conditions of your license, adherence to procedures and proper
maintenance of records, interviews with personnel, general observations, and independent

rmeasurements.

During the inspection, certain activities were found to be in violation of the Department's
requirements. The findings were either discussed with Messrs. Marvin Turkanis, Jeffrey Williams,
and Billy Ransohoff at the licensee management exit interview conducted on March 19, 1999 and
with Mr. Jeffery Williams by telephone on May 18, 1999. The violations found are listed in the

enclosed "Description of Violations."

In addition to the violations found, the RHP has identified the following programmatic issues
and radiation safety concems:

1. NPI personnel have still not demonstrated National Institute of Standards and Technology
(NIST) traceability of your calibrator source (Cobalt-60, M-498, 6.10 millicuries) which they
use to calibrate approximately 65 radiation survey meters and 46 seif reading dosimeters.
This issue of concem was identified during the March 25, 26 and April 2, 1998 radioactive
material inspection, and described in the Department's June 30, 1998 letter, and still remzins
unresolved. Furthermore, NPI personnel could not demonstrate the accuracy of their
conductivity meter. Finally, NPl did not possess or use a calibration standard, and, a
‘ calibration record was not available for inspection.

TTY Users 1-800-735-2258 “Together We Can Clean Up”
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2. The licensee has still not obtained the permits necessary to begin construction of the
courtyard enclosure. Radiation levels at the boundary of the plant and concentrations of
cobalt-60 in soils exceed regulatory requirements. NPI has been storing the radioactive
waste that was generated as a result of source manufacturing activities. In fact, NPl has only
shipped for disposal, a small fraction of the radioactive waste that it has generated over the

past three decades.

3. NPI continues to have unresolved compliance issues and radiation safety concerns
regarding all four of your Maryland radioactive matenals licenses. Furthermore, NP! does not
have a full time Health Physicist on staff and your Health Physics Consultant, who only
spends a few days per month on site, has not been effective in resolving these issues and
concems. The Department is concemed because it appears that NPl management does not
have the technical expertise, financial resources and commitment towards radiation safety to
effectively implement cnitical aspects of an adequate radiation protection program necessary
to establish compliance with State Regulations and license conditions.

4, The Limited Access Area (LAA) of the plant, equipment, tools, storm water system, dry pond,
adjacent railroad property and soils, both on and off site, are contaminated with cobalt-60.
The RHP estimates that it will cost millions of dollars to remediate contaminated areas of the
plant and property. Your company filed for bankruptcy protection in 1986 and evidently, your
debts still remain unresolved. NPI has still not met financial assurance requirements for
decommissioning in regards to three of your Maryland radioactive matenials licenses to which
the regulation pertains. Finally, your company does not maintain adequate documents which
describe your radioactive waste management plan or plan of corrective action regarding the
dozens of ongoing violations of Maryland radiation protection regulations and programmatic

radiation safety concems.

As a result of these findings, you are required to respond to this letter and the enclosed
"Description of Violations" within twenty (20) calendar days of your receipt of this notice. Written
statements should be provided for each of the violations indicating:

a. Corrective steps, which have been or will be taken by you to remedy the present
violations and the results achieved or anticipated;

b. Corrective steps which will be taken to avoid further violations, who will undertake
these steps, and who will supervise them; and

C. The date when full compliance will be achieved.

Failure to provide these statements in the required time frame may result in the Department
taking escalated enforcement action under Maryland Radiation Regulations to:

(@) modify, revoke or suspend your license,



(b) issue a Departmental Order under the Annotated Code of Maryland, Environment
Article, Sections 1-301 and 8-101 through 8-601, and , :

(c) seek an administrative penalty of up to $1,000 per violation, per day [Section 8-
510(b)], or a civil penalty in an amount not exceeding $10,000 per violation, per day

[Section 8-509(b)].

The serious nature and the extent of the deficiencies noted with your radiation safety
program requires that you schedule an enforcement conference at the Agency's headquarters no
later than thirty (30) days after your receipt of this letter, at which time, upon review of your
compliance response, remedial actions can fully be discussed. Please indicate in your response

who will be attendmg the meeting representing NPI.

Please be reminded that Departmental compliance letters and licensee responses shall be
posted pursuant to the requirements of the Maryland regulations, Section J.11(d) titled, "Posting of
Notices to Workers." Should you have any questions concemning this letter, please contact Messrs.

Carl E. Trump, Jr., Bob Nelson, or me, at (410) 631-3301.

Sincerely,

M@au@%{ f%gﬁﬁkk

Roland G. Fletcher, Environmental Manager
Radiological Health Program

eer
RGF/CET/RKN/cc

Enclosure: Description of Violations



DESCRIPTION OF VIOLATIONS

Neutron Products Inc.
22301 Mount Ephraim Road
Dickerson, Maryland 20842

RE: Radioactive Material License Nurﬁber: MD-31-025-01

Certain activities conducted under your license were found to be in violation of the Code of
Maryland Regulations 26.12.01.01 titled, "Regulations for Control of lonizing Radiation." These

violations are presented below:

1.

Section D.501 titled "Surveys and Monitoring-General" requires in part that each
licensee shall conduct surveys that are necessary to evaluate radiation levels and
concentrations of radioactive material. License amendment 33, {tem N dated May 23,
1989 requires in part that all soils exhibiting levels of radioactivity in excess of 8
picocuries per gram above background, for an equivalent area of 30 ft by 30 ft
wherever found, shall be removed and properly stored/disposed of by the licensee.
The gamma exposure rate at one meter above the ground surface shall not exceed
10 microR/hr above background for an area greater than 30 ft by 30 ft and shall not
exceed 20 microR/hr above background for any discrete area.

Contrary to the requirements of Section D. 501 and license amendment 33, the
analyses of soil samples collected by RHP Inspectors from the dry pond and the
adjacent railroad property collected on March 16 and 18, 1999 indicate that the soil
concentration for cobalt-60 contamination exceeded 8.0 picocuries per gram. These
contaminated areas of the dry pond and the adjacent properties are greater than 30 ft

- by 30 ft. The licensee failed to conduct soil samples and analysis to accurately

determine the status of compliance during the years of 1997 and 1998. During the
inspection, RHP Inspectors collected random soil samples from the far side of the dry
pond and the adjacent railroad property. The samples were analyzed by the
Maryland Laboratory Administration’s Radiation Chemistry Laboratory who
determined the cobalt-60 soil concentrations to be 186.6 and 101.4 picocuries per
gram respectively. The licensee has still not removed soil contaminated with cobalt-60
from the adjacent railroad property to establish compliance with the 8.0 picocurie per
gram soil concentration limit. The Stipulation and Settlement (Civil Case No. 76639 in
the Circuit Court for Montgomery County) dated January 3, 1994 required the licensee
to clean all contaminated soils areas by June 15, 1994. The licensee failed to meet
this deadline and is refusing to remediate this property. Furthermore, the dose rate at
one meter above the ground surfaces of the dry pond and adjacent areas exceeds the



dose rate limit of 10 micro R/hr above background. The RHP has determined the dose
rate at two locations at the boundary of the dry pond to be approximately 531 millirem
per year and 342 millirem per year. The fence surrounding the dry pond was
constructed such that it does not prevent or adequately discourage unauthorized
access. During the April 1997 inspection, the RHP Inspectors found evidence that soil
contaminated with cobalt-60 was removed by an unknown person other than the
licensee. The licensee did not submit the design to the RHP for approval prior to
construction and this issue still remains unresolved. This is a REPEAT and ongoing

violation.

Section D.101, titled "Radiation Protection Programs" requires in part that each
licensee shall use all means necessary to maintain radiation exposures to levels as

low as reasonably achievable.

Contrary to Section D.101, the licensee failed to maintain radiation exposures to
members of the public living near the plant to levels as low as reasonably achievable
(ALARA). This is a REPEAT violation from previous inspections. The RHP measured
approximately 202 millirem per year at the portico of a resident's home, 353.0 millirem
per year on the lawn of a nearby resident and 150 millirem per year next to the home
located on this property. The RHP has identified the waste storage rooms as the
source of these elevated radiation levels in the community. NPI continues to store
quantities of radioactive waste. In fact, the licensee has only shipped for disposal, a
small fraction of the radioactive waste that they have generated over the past three

decades.

Section D.501, titled, "Surveys and Monitoring-General" requires in part that each
licensee make or cause to be made surveys as may be necessary to evaluate the
extent of the radiation hazards that may be present and to establish compliance with

these reguiations.

Contrary to Section D.501, the licensee failed to conduct radiological suNeys in the
courtyard area of the LAA sufficient to determine the presence of leaf debris, which
contained elevated levels of cobalt-60. RHP Inspectors collected a sample of this

debris, which contained a cobalt-60 concentration of approximately 7704.8 picocuries
per gram. The RHP has long identified this area as a potential release point where

radioactive materials exit the plant in an uncontrolled manner.

Section D.101, titled "Radiation Protection Programs” requires in part that each
licensee shall use all means to maintain radiation releases of radioactive material to

levels as low as reasonably achievable.

Contrary to Section D.101, the licensee failed to use all means necessary to control
releases of radioactive material from the Limited Access Area (LAA) to levels as low
as reasonably achievable (ALARA). Cobalt-60 contamination continues to be found
outside of NPI's boundary thus substantiating the loss of control of a hazardous



radionucide. Two soil samples that inspectors collected from the unrestricted side of
the LAA fence contained cobalt-60 soil concentrations measured to be 167.7 and
103.5 picocuries per gram. Soil samples that were collected by the railroad tracks
near the road and adjacent to the fence on the outside of the drypond measured 96.3
and 21.7 picocuries per gram respectively. The soils in the dry pond and adjacent
railroad property contain concentrations of cobalt-60 that exceed regulatory
requirements. This is a REPEAT and ongoing violation.

License amendment 33, Items C.1 and C.4 requires in part that a Department
approved Health Physics Consultant conduct monthly evaluations and submit monthly
reports to the Department based upon such evaluations. Section C.31 titled "Specific
Terms and Conditions of Licenses" requires in part that each licensee shall be subject
to all rules, regulations and orders of the Agency. .

Contrary to Section C.31 and license amendment 33, the licensee failed to submit the
Department Approved Health Physics Consultant’'s monthly reports to the Agency
during the third and fourth quarters of 1998 as required. This is a REPEAT violation

from prior inspections.

Section D.501 titled "Surveys and Monitoring-General" and license amendment 33,
item D.6 requires in part that the licensee shall conduct monthly floor monitoring within

the entire facility.

Contrary to Section C.31, Section D.501 and license amehdment 33, monthly floor
surveys of the plant were not conducted in August and September 1998.

Section D.1103 titled, "Records of Surveys" requires in part that each licensee shall
maintain records of the results of radiation surveys required to demonstrate
compliance with regulatory limits and item D.6.of license amendment 33:

Contrary to Section C.31 and D.1103, records of the floor monitoring surveys, which
were conducted during the months of March-July, 1998, were not maintained or

available for inspection.

License Amendment 33, item | and NPI's Random Inspection Program dated May 14,
1993 requires in part that the Radiation Safety Officer implement random inspections
of the LAA and unrestricted areas on a monthly basis.

Contrary to Section C.31 and license amendment 33, a monthly audit of the LAA was
not conducted as required for August 1998. This is a REPEAT violation from the April
29-30, 1997 Departmental Inspection. The RHP is further concemed that the
Random Inspection Program is still not effective in resolving items of noncompliance

and radiation safety concems.
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License Amendment 33 ltem D.8 and NPI's one kilometer survey plan requires in part
that the licensee conduct monthly surveys of residential properties located within the

one kilometer radius of the plant.

Contrary to Section C.31 and the one kilometer survey plan approved by the RHP and
license amendment 33, radiological surveys of residential properties located within the
one kilometer radius of the plant were not conducted in June and July 1998.
Furthermore, the majority of the residential properties in this area have never been

surveyed for radiological contamination.

Section D.401 titled, "Testing for Leakage or Contamination of Sealed Sources", and
license condition 12 requires, in part, that each sealed source with a half-life greater
than 30 days be leak tested at intervals not to exceed six months.

Contrary to the requirements of Section D.401 and License Condition 12, the licensee
failed to test each sealed source for leakage or contamination within the required six
(6) month frequency. Specifically, the licensee did not conduct any leak tests of their
sealed source inventory (sources not transferred to an authorized recipient) during the
year of 1998, a time period greater than six months. Additionally, leak tests were not
conducted in 1999 until the day the inspectors requested access to these records for

examination. :

Section D. 1104 titled "Records of Tests for Leakage or Contamination of Sealed
Sources" requires in part that records of leak tests required by Section. D.401 shall be
maintained for inspection by the Agency. Section A.4 titled, "Records" requires in part
that each licensee shall maintain records showing the receipt, inventory, transfer, and
disposal of all sources of radiation. Section A.5 titled "Inspections” requires in part
that each licensee shall make available, upon inspection by the Agency, records
maintained pursuant to these regulations.

Contrary to Sections D.1104, A4 and A.5, records of leak tests, which were
conducted during the years of 1990 to 1997, were not available for inspection.
Additionally, records of shipments, receipt and transfer of radioactive sources were
not adequate and readily available for inspection. Inventory of radioactive materials
was maintained in a computerized database, which evidently was not updated and
maintained on a regular or frequent basis. As a result, these records were not readily
available for inspection in a timely manner in that NPI spent several hours creating.
material inventory record when it was requested by RHP inspectors for review.

Section D.1108 titled, "Records of Dose to Individual Members of the Public" requires
in part that each licensee maintains records sufficient to demonstrate compliance with
Section D.301 which describes the dose limit for individual members of the public.
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Contrary to Section D.1108, the licensee failed to maintain records sufficient to
demonstrate compliance with the 100 millirem per year dose limit for individual
members of the public for the year of 1998. At the exit interview, the Radiation Safety
Officer described the manner in which NPI can demonstrate compliance with Section
D.301 titled, "Dose Limits for Individual Members of the Public". However, a written
document describing this evaluation or a record demonstrating compliance by
measurement, calculation or appropriate simulation model, using recent radiation
monitoring data, was not available for review during the inspection.

License amendment 33, item 13.L dated May 23, 1989 requires in part that the
radiation levels at the boundary of the facility shall not exceed 500 millirem per year.

Contrary to Section C.31 and license amendment 33, the licensee failed to comply
with the 500 millirem per year boundary limit. The RHP measured 531 millirem at the

fence of the dry pond for the year of 1998.
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30 December 1999

Mr. Carl Trump

Radiological Health Program

Maryland Department of the Environment

2500 Broening Highway :
Baltimore, MD 21224 Re: MD-31-025-01

Dear Mr. Trump,

I am writing to certify that I conducted the random inspection for the month of November on
November 30, 1999 and that the report is available for your review. I have also enclosed
Bob Alexander’s monthly report for November, 1999.

In order to fulfill our requirements under License Condition 15C of the new license, I have
consulted with Jeffrey Williams, the Radiation Safety Officer for the 01 license. In the
month of November, there was one HECM incident exceeding 22,000 dpm. It occurred on
November 23 and was found on Matt Repp’s elbow. The contamination totalled 25,200 dpm
and was removed by washing the effected area.

In accordance with Condition 22.B.2, during the month of November contaminated leaves
and/or soil was found on the roof of the LAA, in the stone trap, in and around the dry pond
and in areas downstream thereof.

Only a small amount of dirt and leaves was removed from the LAA rcof primarily
because the roof was still relatively clean from previous leaf/soil removal efforts.
The material has been stored in LAA as radwaste. The survey and removal were
performed 11/30/99.

The clinoptilolite in the stone trap and in the dry pond discharge was washed and
returned to service. The dirt which was washed off of the clinoptilolite was placed in
the LAA as radwaste. The remediation was performed on 11/27 and 11/28.

On November 18, 19, and 23 significant remediation was conducted on the dry pond
and on the area downstream thereof (both inside and outside of the feace - see the
attached drawing for specific areas remediated). More than 500 cubic feet of soil was
removed and it is now stored in the LAA as radwaste. As is customary with the
contaminated soil which we remove, the soil is so low in activity that it pr0v1des
useful purpose as a shielding material within the LAA. &




Mr. Carl Trump
30 December 1999
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The off-site survey for the month of November was performed on property not previously
surveyed by Neutron and yielded no areas of contamination.

If this report is inadequate in any way, or if you need additional information, please let me
know. -

Sincerely,

Neutron Products, inc.

B

Bill Ransohoff -

Enclosures

TRDIOLCGICE
%‘gx g;@,j{gﬁ F 4hd .35"2"\ M

NEUTRON PRODUCTS inc



22-141 30 SHEETS
I 9 . 22-142 100 SHEETS
! AmMPaS  22-144 200 SHEETS
w
_

Whoobd HiWwWaH
CRDID0I0IaYYE

AT - SRR . .

JCQRM : ﬂ , _ X . | “ , -

o A%
A%

SYLEN RS

T:\, ey bbbl Laawaren )

NOLYicEwa =0 SYERY

od
o/ e\ro

Qvey WrivyHIT AW




Introduction

On November 30, 1999, I performed a
radiation protection audit of the LAA at NPI
and held discussions with Jeff Williams and
Bill Ransohoff.

1.0 Dry-Pond Remediation

Dry-pond remediation is now receiving high
priority at NPI.

1.1 Removal of Contaminated Soil

A large quantity of soil was removed from the
Dry Pond during
November. Dose rates

at 3 feet above the
surface were reduced
significantly. The bulk
ofthe soil removed was
packaged in B-25s and

is now stored in the
LAA courtyard. A <
smaller portion was
transferred to the AN
courtyard in supersacks N\

of the type previously

used for this purpose. N
These bags are known - ~
by previous experience

at NPI to retain their

confinement  integrity

for several months. Jeff Williams told me the
intent with respect to long-term storage is'to
transfer the soil to B-25 containers.

1.2 Reducing the Amount of Co-60
Discharged to the Dry Pond

I was pleased to observe during this visit that
the problem of Co-60 migration from the
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courtyard surface (apparently) to the dry pond
is receiving attention in detail from higher-
level technical and management personnel,
viz., Jeff Williams and Bill Ransohoff. In
discussions with them regarding what they are
learning I became optimistic about finding a
solution. For example, investigations in
progress are providing evidence that the
radionuclide reaches the pond attached to
molecules of humic materials found in soil.
Such attachments could form in small soil
deposits in the courtyard area and/or within
the “stone trap” located below grade in the
runoff path between the courtyard and the dry
pond. The highest concentrations of cobalt are
being found in a black
silt-like substance near
the runoff entrance to
the dry pond. Williams
points out that the
cobalt could work its
way further into the
pond area through ion-
exchange mechanisms.
At this point in the
" investigation the

indicated solution is

better decontamination

yd ’ of the runoff, by
/ supplementing the
,/ “stone trap” with a

decontaminating (ion

exchange) agent, and
some plastic packing material which will
hopefully remove the contaminated dirt and
be much easier to clean and reuse. 1 had
always supposed the cobalt simply to be
dissolved or entrained in rainwater.

- In a memo on the subject “Dry Pond/Stone

Trap Remediation” dated November 29, 1999,
Bill Ransohofl’ reports early results of his

Prepared by R.E. Alexander, CHP




investigations of clinoptilolite as a candidate
decontaminating agent. Clinoptilolite gravel
placed in the “Stone Trap”, when recovered
and washed using tap water, produced a slurry
of approximately 3,300 pCi/g. The cleaned
clinoptilolite contained only 122 pCi/g.
Clinoptilolite was also tested at the point of
discharge from the dry pond. The slurry
washed from this clinoptilolite contained 227
pCi/g. 115 pCi/g was found in leaves and dirt
samples taken near the clinoptilolite at the
point of discharge.

At this stage it seems to me that while a
worthwhile degree of decontamination may
very well be achievable at the “stone trap”
location, a practical way of reducing the
amount of cobalt leaving the courtyard in
runoffis also needed. I suggested looking into
the feasibility of periodically decontaminating
the courtyard area using a high-pressure,
small-diameter, low volume stream of water.
Such a stream would remove considerably
more soil and humus than even a torrential
rain. This suggestion assumes that a practical
way can be found to collect this water from
the stream before, or immediately after, it
reaches the courtyard drain. It also assumes
that the water collected could be disposed of
at lower cost than the disposal of soil removed
from the dry pond ($20 per ft*). Williamis and
Ransohoff may consider this possibility.

2.0 Training
2.1 Orientation Handout

RSO Jeff Williams has identified a need to
augment the literature given to new NPI
employees in connection with the orientation
process with a new handout covering much of
the material in the lecture. He is performing
this task himself and expects to complete it
SOOM.

REFORT FOR NOVEMBER 1999

2.2 Firefighter Training

During October and November NPI personnel
conducted four training sessions for locgl

firefighters. Jeff Williams reports that they are'?/@/,i/
Y

much better equiped now, including radiation
detection and measurement instrumentation.
The NPI training included the understanding
and interpretation of survey meter readings,
with emphasis on how to use the instruments
appropriately. Interactions of this nature seem
to be resolving some of the questions that
might unnecessarily prevent firefighters from
performing their duties should a fire break out
at the facility. There is little, if any, reason to
believe now that they might stay too far from
a fire to control or extinguish it even though
no significant radiation risk was involved.
Boundaries specifying where to stop and wait
for a Haz-Mat team have been moved inward
to more reasonable distances.

3.0 HECM Background

At my request Jeff Corun measured
background levels at the HECM location. The
highest level found was 15 uR/h; the highest
permissible background is 50 pR/h. No
operational problems have arisen since my last
audit. A technician from the Helguson
Company came to NPI in October for
purposes of semiannual maintenance. He told
Corun that their will be no Y2K problem.

I reviewed the HECM background records for
October, 1999. The printouts provide
background rates at cach detector on a daily
basis. The rate at the detector having the
maximum rate is shown in Table I for each day
in October. All of the maxima occurred at
Detectors 1 (feet) and 2 (hands) — primarily
at Detector 1, as would be expected. The
rates at Detector 1 were rather uniform
throughout the month; Corun vacuum cleans
the recess in which these detectors are located
anytime their background levels seem to be

Page 2




rising. During 6 days, beginning with the 19®,
the maximum rates occurred at the hand level.
Detectors 3 and 5, just above and below the
hand level, were elevated to a lesser extent on
these dates as well. The background at
Detectors 3,4 and 5 returned to normal on the
27®  Corun could not recall any event that
might account for this anomaly. There is no
reason for concern. When the HECM
background level increases at a detector for
any reason the counting time is automatically
increased to provide the required degree of
sensitivity to contamination,

That is why it is unnecessary to require a
minimum counting time for this instrument.
The minimum counting time imposed for it
causes unnecessary work anytime the
background - is unusuailly low. When the
background is low the HECM can achieve the
same sensitivity in less counting time, so it
automatically decreases that time. But the time
can go below the minimum counting time
artificially set by Neutron’s regulators to be 30
seconds. When that happens it is necessary to
reset the computer program and count again.
The only way to increase the counting time
above the 30 second minimum is to
temporarily select a higher sensitivity level.
Nothing is accomplished by the extra work; it
is only done because the background goes
down.

4.0 Survey Forms

While reviewing the HP Monthly Checklist file
I noticed that most of them include a level
(radiation, contamination, concentration, ctc.)
which, if exceeded, must be promptly reported
by the technician to the RSO. Such “trigger”
levels are very important. Without them some
technicians fail to attach enough importance to
what might be a serious occurrence requiring
immediate management attention. I
recommend including an RSO notification
trigger level on all such forms.

REPORT FOR NOVEMBER 1999

5.0 Monthly Type V Radiation Surveys

These surveys are usually performed using an
E-600 instrument. The technician marks the
dose rates measured at various periphery
locations on a survey map for the facility. [
reviewed the maps for January through
November, 1999, looking primarily for the
maximum dose rate entries. In general, the
highest levels found appeared to be in the
direction of the house belonging to the
member of the public who receive the highest
dose last year. The levels measured on a line
from the house to the radioactive waste
storage rooms seemed to be a little higher than
those to the right or left. It occurred to me
that relocation of certain B-25 shields might be
indicated. '

I attempted to verify my observation using a
Bicron prem meter calibrated 11/17/99. To
the right and left of the courtyard gate are
large concrete slabs which provide
considerable shielding. Therefore it was only
necessary to take measurements along the
length of the gate. Facing the waste rooms, I
found a point near the right end of the gate
opening at which the dose rate was ~200
uR/h, less to the right because of the concrete
slab, and less to the left, possibly due to less
shielding of the waste-room contents. This
point did seem to be on the line from the house
to the radioactive waste storage rooms.

During December the contents of these rooms
were reorganized, and considerable interior
shielding was added. Jeff Williams has
informed me by telephone that dose rates both
on and off site were reduced. It will be
interesting to find out whether the high point
I think I identified is no longer a peak.

Page 3




" Detectors 3 and 5, just above and below the hand level, were elevated to a lesser extent.

REPORT FOR NOVEMBER 1999

| TABLE I. HECM BACKGROUND
Maximum Rate Among Detectors
Oct. ‘99 Date -
Feet (Detector 1) i Hands (Detector 4)
1 142
4 142
5 147
6 143
7 142
8 144
11 141
12 143
13 144
14 141
15 143
18 144
19 159°
20 159°
21 159
22 (143) 159
25 (147) 160
26 (147) 159°
27 147
28 144
29 149
1 143 )
WEALTH PR
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22901 Mz Epbraim Road, . 0. Box 68

Dickerson, Maryland 20842 USA
301.349-5001 FAX: 301-349-5007
email neutronprod@erols.com

July 11, 2000

‘ b
Dickerson, Maryiand 20842
Dear Mr. And Mrs.

On July 10, 2000, Cathy Bupp conducted an off-site survey of your property as part of Neutron
Products’ ongoing environmental survey program. During the course of this survey, a single
area was detectad with 8 higher than background radiation level. The location of this area is
indicated on the attached sketch. The rectangular area of contamination was approximatety 2
by 4 feet and sight inches deep. Although we can not be certain, the dispersed pattern of the
activity is indicative of an older particie which has siowly dissoived and diffused through the
surrounding soll over many years. _

We removed the contaminated aail, about 28 galions in total, until radiation levels retumed to
normal background. The sail was taken to Neutron for analysis. The highest radiation dose
rate at 20 contimeters (8 inchas) was 8 microR per hour above background. Natural outdoors
background radiation in the Dickerson area is about 10 microR per hour. Tha increased
radiation level immediately above this source is comparable to natural background radiation
lavels in many other parts of the country and does not pose a credible heaith or safety risk.
The radiation leveis drop to that of local natural background within 2 feet. Considering the
iocation of the contaminated soil and the low increasa over naturasl background confined to a
very small areq, it is unlikely that the cobait-80 contamination found would have any
measurable affect on anyone’s radiation axposun

Qur analysis confirmed that the activity found was cobalt-80 and that the total activity was

about 1.25 microcuries distributad in about 300 pounds of soll. The highly unlikely ingestion of
this entire quantity of cobait-80 would resuit in a effective dose squivatent of 12.5 millirem or
approximatsly 4 percent of the average annual natural background exposure from all sourcas
which in this area is about 300 mrem per year. The hypothetical riek of increased heaith
effects from ingestion of the entire quantity of cobait-80 contamination would be inconse-
quential. ingesting 300 pounds of dirt, regardiess of mdioacﬁve contamination woucd probably
result in far more sarious problams. .

Wae have replacad the soil we ramovad with top soll and pianted sod above that. Both the fil
and the sod were obtained from local vendors. We have alerted the Maryland Department of
the Environment of our findings, and it is our undontmding that they will issue a separate

report.
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Wa uppreciste your cocpenation with our environmantsl sisvey program and apologize for any

meonvenience. Should you have any quastions, or f ydu wish to have your proparty re-
sufvayed at any time, please fes! free to contact Cathy, Bl Ransohcff, or me at 301-348-5001.
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Very yuly yous,
- | Neutron Products, inc. :
Joftray Willams e {/\"—g
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31 August 2000

Mr. Carl Trump

Radiological Health Program

Maryland Department of the Environment

2500 Broening Highway

Baltimore, MD 21224 Re: MD-31-025-01

Dear Mr. Trump,

I am writing to certify that Marvin Turkanis conducted the random inspection for the month
of July on 18 July 2000 and that the report is available for your review. In addition, I have
enclosed Bob Alexander’s report for the month of July.

In order to fulfill our reporting requirements under License Condition 15C, in the month of
July there was one HECM reading exceeding 22,000 dpm. On 10 July 2000, a shoe cover
worn by #019 counted 73,738 dpm. As this is more than 50,000 dpm, it was promptly
reported to RHP as required by License Condition 17D.

Routine soil surveys were conducted and contaminated soil was found in the west end of the
dry pond. In addition to the routine soil sampling, additional samples were taken on July 2,
5, 6, and 15. Sample locations were focused on areas undergoing remediation, including the
stone trap and the area west of the Courtyard fence which had been substantially remediated
in June. The highest levels of activity were found in the stone trap. The data is available
for your review. The levels of contamination found in the area west of the Courtyard fence
were used to direct follow-up remediation efforts. The levels of contamination found in the
stone trap were consistent with those found there on previous occasions, and do not represent
a radiological hazard.

The stone trap remediation was conducted on July 2, 3 and 15 and it is estimated that
approximately 320 uCi were removed. 'That material is now stored in the LAA. It is
estimated that the continuing remediation of the area west of the Courtyard fence removed 3
drums containing approximately 30 pCi. The drums are stored in the LAA.

The routine environmental survey performed on a section of our property every month
revealed no spots of cobalt-60 contamination. The survey for July was conducted on 31 July
and focused on the northeast area of the property.

The off-site survey for July was conducted on 10 July and revealed a spot of contamination.
As you know, Neutron promptly removed the contamination, notified RHP of its findings
and submitted a letter to the property owner. As a result of the findings and at the prior



Mr. Carl Trump
31 August 2000
Page 2

suggestion of the property owner, Neutron conducted an additional July survey on a parcel of

public property in the same general area. No cobalt-60 contamination was found. Survey
records are available for your review.

If this report is inadequate in any way, or if you need additional information, please let me
know.

Sincerely, y
i %
W.L. Ransohoff¥

RSO-Designee
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22301 M. Ephraim Road, P O. Box 68
Dickerson, Maryland 20842  USA
301-349-5001 FAX: 301-349-2433

31 October 2000

Mr. Carl Trump

Radiological Health Program

Maryland Department of the Environment
2500 Broening Highway

Baltimore, MD 21224

Re: MD-31-025-01
Dear Mr. Trump,

1 am writing to certify that Jeffrey Williams conducted the random inspection for the month of
September on 28 September 2000. I have also enclosed Bob Alexander’s report for the month of
September.

In order to fulfill our reporting requirements under License Condition 15C, in the month of
September there were no HECM readings exceeding 22,000 dpm.

Routine soil surveys were taken on 28 September and lightly contaminated soil was found north of the
LAA courtyard. In addition to the routine soil sampling, additional samples were taken on September
20 and 29. The highest levels of contamination were found in tae drypond. Lower levels of
contamination were found beyond the rip-rap downstream of the drypond, along the abandoned rail
siding, in the broken drainage pipe and west of the LAA courtyard fence. The data is available for
your review. All levels of contamination found were consistent with those found on previous
occasions, and do not represent a radiological hazard.

The routine environmental survey performed on a section of our property every month revealed no
spots of cobalt-60 contamination. The survey for September was conducted on the northeast area of

the property.

The off-site survey for September was conducted on 29 September on property not previously
surveyed by Neutron and revealed no spots of contamination. Survey records are available for your

review.

If this report is inadequate in any way, or if you need additional information, please let me know.
Sincerely,

Neutrgn Products, inc.
W.L. Ransohoff E @ E ﬂ V E

RSO-Designee
NOV _ 6 2000

RADIOLOGICAL
HEALTH PROGRAM

A
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‘Introduction

On September 28, 2000, I visited the LAA at
NPI to perform an audit of the current
radiation protection situation. I found no
unsafe conditions. As has always been the
case during my visits, unusually good
housekeeping was in evidence. RSO Jeff
Williams and I performed radiation surveys
in the court yard area, including exposure
rate measurements in and around the large,
walk-in storage containers being used for
radioactive waste. Not including the areas in
front of the waste room doors, we found no
rates higher than 20 mR/hr.

1.0 High Efficiency
Filters

1.1 Hot-Cell Exhaust
System

RADIATION

While I was there, an LAA worker was
replacing the motor and bearings on the
primary blower. In addition, a variable speed
drive has been installed to provide for
increased fan speed when the hot-cell door is
open to improve the ventilation system
particle-capture efficiency. This was a 2-day
job, with the worker expected to receive
between 110 and 170 mrem/day. The
maximum dose rate in the vicinity of the
equipment was 450 mR/hr. My impression
was that this worker is very conscious of and
knowledgeable regarding health physics
procedures. But even the most experienced
people can become
overly engrossed in
their work and
unmindful of dose and
contamination controi
measures. That is not
at all un-common, and

The primary high PROTECTION that is why I believe
efficiency filter serving intermittent surveil-
the hot-cell exhaust at lance should always be
systemisreplaced when performed by the LAA
either the pressure drop NEUTRON health physics tech-
across it, or the dose PRODUCTS nician. It's the first
rate from it, exceeds thing I was taught to
pre-determined levels. - do—46 years ago.

The filter was changed
during September
because of the pressure
drop. The dose rate was considerably lower
than usual; it was estimated that the filter
contained only 71 mCi of Co-60 this time.
The work was performed by three employees
who normally work in the LAA. The
collective dose for the task, as determined by
self-reading dosimeters, was 230 mrems; the
highest individual exposure was 95 mrems.

Prepared by R.E. Alexander, CHP

Some time ago I
happened to be in the
LAA at the time of a power failure. There
was a delay of several seconds before power
was restored by the emergency generator.
Since the pre-filter in the cell is held in place
by the pressure difference between the cell
and the duct leading to the high efficiency
filters, I inquired as to whether the lapse of
power had allowed the pre-filter to fall to the
floor. I was told that it had. It is m
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understanding that a retaining bar is soon to
be installed to hold the pre-filter in place.

1.2 New Compactor

I was shown the newly installed radioactive-
waste compactor by RSO Jeff Williams. It is
located in the decontamination room
(between the room behind the hot-cell and
the hot-tool storage room). In preparation
for the installation the floor of the
decontamination room was leveled (pan
removed and its cavity filled with concrete),
and a sealant was used to paint the room
floor. I looked carefully at unit's air exhaust
system to evaluate the design features
employed to maintain a seal around the filter
frames. It looks to me like a better-than-
usual design. Williams told me that the
efficiency of the filters and their installation
will be evaluated using a DOP test aerosol
before the unit is used. The filtered air will
be discharged into the room behind the cell
and will therefore also pass through the hot
cell ventilation system prior to release. With
double high efficiency filtration, I doubt that
the annual radioactivity discharge canbe
increased significantly, The discharge for
1999 was only 6 pCi. Williams also pointed
out that the design of the compactor air
handling unit, rather than providing for one
large filter, provides for two small ones.
This will enable the spent filters themselves
to be readily compacted.

Compactor operators will not be exposed to
high dose rates from stored hot tools. Most
of the sources contributing to the dose rate
in the decontamination room have been
removed from the hot-tool room, and those
that remain are now positioned behind the
considerable shielding afforded by the room
walls. The dose rate while I was there was
measured to be 75 mR/hr maximum at the
outside of the door, and of course much
lower where a compactor operator would be
working. Williams does not anticipate any
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future need for positioning hot tools where

direct radiation could reach the door. I '!P/@ ,
requested a copy of the health physics '4’4;/
procedure for initial startup of compactor
operations.

My experience with compactors taught me
that the most difficult problem to anticipate
is re-expansion of the compressed material
— a self-defeating difficulty that has to be
overcome, but without violating the integrity
of the container. The designers of this new
compactor decided to employ disks of
slightly smaller diameter than the waste
drums. The disks are lowered into place by
the compression piston itself during every
compression action. At the end of the piston
travel the disks are held in place by friction
that is generated by five rubber structures
attached every 72° to the edge of each disk.

2.0 Dosimetry
2.1 Occupational Dosimetry Services

The Eberline company that has for several
years been supplying TLD dosimeter badges
for NPI workers has been acquired by
Landauer and will no longer offer this
service. Landauer has been supplying visitor
badge services and is interested in expanding
these services to NPI to include worker
dosimetry. At the time of my visit NPI
personnel had not yet made a decision
regarding the new supplier.

2.2 Electronic Self-Reading Dosimeters

The NPI staff has enjoyed a great deal of
dose-control success using electronic self-
reading dosimeters (SRDs). A decision has
been made to use them in additional ways,
e.g., LAA staff, and ten new SRDs have
been ordered.




3.0 Training topic for the final quarterly training session
of the year, which is scheduled for Dec-

Jeff Williams has requested regulatory ember. It is his policy to devote one class

radiation and contamination controls as the each year specifically to this subject. All

employees whose work involves MDE-
licensed activities are expected to maintain
familiarity with pertinent provisions of
Regulations for the Control of Ionizing
Radiation, Part D — Standards for
Protection Against Radiation.
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NeUTRON PRODUCTS inc

22301 Mz, Epbraim Road, P! 0. Bex 68
Dickerion, Maryland 20842 USA
301.349.5001 EAX: 331-349-5007
e-marl: neutrenprod@evok. com

Novembar 6, 2000

Mr. Ray Manley
Radicactive Materials Licansing and Compliance Division

Radiological Health Program
Departmant of the Environment
State of Maryland

2500 Broening Highway
Baltimore, Maryland 21224

VIA FAX 410/631-3158
Re: Radioactive Material License Number MD-31-025-01

Dear Mr. Miffily::

Per our coﬁfdll‘satlon of November 2, 2000, please find enciosed information relevant to the
off-site contémination discovered during a routine environmental survey conducted last
Thursday. Plaase call if you have any questions.

Very truly yours,
NEUTRON PRODUCTS, INC.

—
J— e

Joffrey Williama

Ragdiation Spfaketfficer

Enciosures
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NEUTRON PRODUCTS inc

22301 Mz, Ephraim Read, P 0. Box 68
Dickerson, Maryland 20842 USA
301.349.5001 FAX: 301-349-3007

smail nemronpgrod@erak.com

Y

Wovemher €, 2000

Mr.& Mrs.

Dickarson, MD 20842

PDaar Mr.a Mrs.

Enclosed is a courtaay coby of a letter to Mx. & Mrs.
adviging them of the results of the survey I conductad on their
property on November 2, 2000.

If you have any gquestlons please fsel frea to contact me at the
numbexr above.

Nautron Produsts, Inc.

(Larty S Buge

Cathy 5. Bupp
Safety Administrator

Bnc¢losure
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more zerious problems.

We have replaced the soll we removed with top 8¢il obtained from a
lgcal vender. We have alerted the Maryland Department of the
Environment of our findings, and it is our understanding that they
will issue a separate report,

We appreciate your cooperation with our environmental survey program
and apologize for any inconvenience. Should you have any guestions,

or if you wish to have your property re-surveyed at any time, ploase
feel Iree to contact Cathy, Bill Rangohoff, or me at 301-342-5Q01.

CL_l :: 1 . 4
Jefirey Williams

Radiation Safety Officex

Very truly yours,

Lo

es: Mr. & Nrs. Bruce 3avage

NEUTRON PRODUCTS inc
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NEUTRON PRODUCTS inc

22391 My, Ephraim Road, 1 O. Box 68
Dickerson, Maryland 20842 USA
| 301-349-5001 FAX: 301-349-35007
smatl, newronprod@erls.com

fNovember 6, 2000

Mr.& Mrs.

Dickazrson, MD 208B4¢

Dear Mr,& Mrs.

Cn Kovember 2, 2000, Cathy Bupp, Danny Winehcolt and Les Demory
conducted an off-site survey of the field on your proparty that is
leased by Mr. v, as part of Neutzron Products’ ongoing
anvironmental survey program. During the course of this survey, 2
single area was detected with a radiation level slightly higher than
background. The location of this area is indicated on the sttached
gketch. The c¢ircular area of contamination was appreximately

1 foot in diameter and 13 foot deap. The majority of the
radisactivity detectsd was approximately cne foot below the surface,
Although we can not be c¢ertain, the dispersed patiern of the activity
is indicative of an older particle which has slowly dissolved ang
diffused through the surrounding acll over many years.

We removed the contaminated soil, about 10 gallons in total, until
radiation levels returned to normal background. The scil was taken
to Neutrcn for analysis. The highest radiation dose rate at 25
centimeters waz 3 mircoR per hour above background. Natural outdoors
background radiaticn in the Dickerson area is about 10 microR perx
hour., The increased radiation level immediately above this source is
comparable to natuzal background radiation levels in many other parts
of the country and deoes not pose a credible health or safety risk,
The radiation levels drop to that of local natural background within
Z2 feat. Considering the location of the contaminated sell and the
low increase over natural background confined to a very swall area,
it is unlikely that the cobglt~-60 contamination found would have any
measurable effect on anyone’s radiation exposure.

Our analysis confirmed that the activity found was cobalt~60 and that
the total activity was about 0.4 microcurie distributed in about #0
pounds of soil, The highly unlikely ingesticn of this entire
guantity of cobalt-60 would result in a effective dose equivalent of
4 millirem. This iz approximately 1.3 percent of thes average annual
natural packgreound exposure from all scurcesa, which in this ares is
about 300 mrem par year. The hypothetical risk of increased health
errecrs from ingestion of the antire guantiry of cobait-60
contamination would be inceonsequential. Ingesting 80 pounds of dirt,
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MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF THE ENVIRONMENT
AIR & RADIATION MANAGEMENT ADMINISTRATION
L
MEMORANDUM
TO: Alan Jacobson, Health Physicist Supervisor Radioactive Material inspection &
Compliance Section
FROM: Ray Manley, Health Physicist Supervisor Radioactive Materials Licensing Section,

Radiological Health Program (RHP)
DATE: June 14, 2001

SUBJECT: INSPECTOR SUMMARY FOR June 13, 2001 NEUTRON PRODUCTS, INC.
INSPECTION

The following subject matter was reviewed at NPI pursuant to licensee activities conducted in the
Limited Access (LAA) and surrounding areas.

Compactor

Radioactive material waste management
Previous inspection violations and concerns
Status of operational systems in the LAA
LAA surveys (documentation by RKN)

bt ol e

COMPACTOR

Compacting at NPI is being conducted by authorization of NPI procedures as permitted by
amendment 44 of the 01 license. NPI started use of the new compactor on 10/21/2000. The
licensee is using the compactor in the assistance of meeting current Circuit Court shipping deadline
requirements and O1-license condition 21 shipping deadlines. The licensee stated that they intend to
meet the Court Order June 30, 2001 deadline. The shipping deadlines are reviewed in the
subsequent item in this report. To the date of this inspection, the licensee has compacted 12 drums
at a compaction rate between 5-1 an 7-1. Discussions with the RSO indicate unsuccessful attempts
by the licensee to increase the compaction rate higher than 7-1 however, these attempts resulted in
bulging drums and failure of the inner retention devices (concern). The licensee admits that cight
out of the first 12 drums NPI compacted sustained some level of damage (imperfections) pursuant
to this attempt to overstuff the drums. The licensee has desisted in this overstuffing technique. The



o

RSO stated that he anticipated an approximate total of 19 compacted 55 gallon drums with
approximately 229 millicuries of C0-60 to be included in the prior to June 30" shipment. Current
NPI individuals trained for and conducting compacting activities are Jeffrey Williams, Richard
Demory, Bill Ransohoff and Brad Young. As per the procedures, all operators are using full-face
respirators. High volume air sampling conducted durin% compactor operations indicates low
airborne concentrations (average concentrations in 10 ~'° uCi/cc range). No lapel samplers are
being used during operations to evaluate breathing zone (concern). Licensee states their evaluation
by counting respirator filters is unreliable because of transfer of hand contamination to the filter.
Initial meter surveys are conducted prior to and during operations. Eight contamination smears
taken in areas around the compactor by the licensee following operations have indicated levels of
contamination below operational procedure limits. There was one contamination incident pursuant
to pre-compacted waste. On June 4, 2000, compactor operators sorted through uncompacted boxes
of waste to remove disposed of aerosol cans. This activity was conducted without the knowledge of
the RSO who was not at the site at the time. The operation created significant level of personnel
contamination (concern). Dose-rates of compacted drums average 130 mR/hr at a meter with a
maximum contact dose-rate of 1200 mR/hr. All operators use extremity dosimetry. The RSO
stated that the compactor has had no malfunction problems of any kind since the inception of its
use. The RSO stated that when waste of multiple generation dates is compacted the drum is labeled
with the date of the oldest waste. However, this inspector was not able to visually inspect any
compacted drum for labeling or potential damage because the licensee has stored the compacted
drums in the rear of the South waste room with approximately a dozen empty drums in front of
them and with a dose-rate at the waste room door of approximately 1 R/hr (concern).

RADIOACTIVE MATERIAL WASTE MANAGEMENT

q ¢ NPT shinni : _

NPI must ship by Court Order, 600 cubic feet of low activity waste by June 30, 2001. By June 30,
2002, NPI must ship at least 80 % of the remaining low activity waste activity waste stored at the
facility. NPI'must by 01 license condition 21 ship out all RAM waste (stored outside the pool)

- generated after August 1999 within two years of its generation date (first deadline August 2001).
For waste generated after August 1999 (stored in the pool) the licensee must ship this waste within
three years of its generation (first deadline August 2002). All the radioactive material waste
generated by the licensee prior to August 1999 must be removed from the facility by August 2004.

The RSO indicated that the waste shipment would include 19 drums of compacted waste in 55-
gallon drums with activity of 229 mCi and boxes containing uncompacted waste. The total
estimate of shipped activity 1s 500 mCi. The RSO indicated that the waste shipped would include
some of the prior to August 1999 waste and waste generated after August 1999. The waste is to be
loaded into a NPI lead shielded exclusive use truck container and shipped as LAA to ATG for
reduction by incineration (50-1 to 100-1) and subsequently shipped for burial to Envirocare, This
container will be locked and stored in the unrestricted parking lot during loading and prior to NPI
transport (concern).



: ices i the LAA

~ This inspector identified a number of concerns with waste storage practices in the LAA. There is
a significant amount of radioactive material waste and/or sources being stored in the courtyard
and not in the two radioactive material waste rooms (concern). Outside of the storage rooms is
the following storage:

18 B-25 boxes of radioactive material soil (approximately 96 cubic feet apiece)
54 55-gallon drums of radioactive material soil (approximatély 7.5 cubic feet apiece)
2 locked truck trailers (Sealand type) containing a portion of the above drums.

Large locked blue trailer (Sealand type) containing 46 boxes of uncompacted waste. (for prior to
June 30, 2001 shipment and six C0-60 sources jammed in teletherapy heads.

55-gallon waste container of uncompacted waste removed from south waste storage room to
allow for storage of empty compactor drums (labeled as Yellow-II).

B-25s All soil in the B-25s was not secured (concern). B-25s filled post to August 1999 are tag
labeled with isotope, date of removal and estimate of activity (all .2 mCi) and a “CRAM”. B-25s
filled prior to August 1999 were stenciled on the side indicating radioactive soil. One of the B-
25 lids was slid open approximately S-inches (reason unknown by RSO) (concern). This would
appear to allow water access into the unit during a rainstorm. Other evidence of this was noted in
another B-25 that had approximately 3-inches of water on top of the soil in the container

(concern).

55-gallon drums. No retaining rings were noted on any drums containing soil (concern). There
was a significant level of rust on the drums some to the point of the entire drum being brown
instead of the usual black color (concern). Many drums were not labeled as to any aspect of
their contents (concern).

Large blue Sealand type. Dose rate at contact was 90 mR/hr. Dose rate at 30 cm was 50
mR/hr. The only labeling was almost nonlegible (rusted) CRA sign on front of the unit. No
radiation signage coloration was visible and the radiation symbol was totally illegible (concern).

Approximately 4 yellow plastic bags containing LLW were noted stuffed in the rear of the North
Waste room. NPI had previously indicated that all bagged waste of this type would be drummed
due to a history of deterioration of the plastic. The RSO stated that all other bags had been
drummed, however during the waste room cleanout they had discovered more. No explanation
was given as to why the bags were not subsequently drummed (concern).



PREVIOUS INSPECTION VIOLATIONS AND CONCERNS

An interview was held with Mat Repp in the LAA. Mr. Repp indicated that he was now familiar
with the roughing filter change procedure. He showed a number of documents in the hot cell log
indicating proper documentation of a roughing filter change in accordance with the procedures.
He showed that a copy of the procedure is now located in the LAA.

STATUS OF OPERATIONAL SYSTEMS IN THE LAA

Mr. Williams as RSO indicated that he is getting into the LAA only 4 times a month (concern).
An interview with Jeff Corun (hot cell operator) indicated that the current activity in the hot cell
was the recycling of radiation processing sources prior to transfer into the D-1 irradiator. He
indicated he can process approximately 14 of these sources in two days. He also indicated that
the recycle process and transfer had recently been completed for the D-II irradiator.

The licensee has a daily LAA checklist that includes check of the LAA for stray animals in the
area. NPT has had previous problems with potential animal vectors through dogs and birds. The
LAA inspection team observed a female cat and litter located in the rear of the LAA courtyard
area adjacent to the North wall of the welding shop (concern). Adjacent to the cats was evidence
(food containers) that NPI personnel from the welding shop had been feeding the animals.
Inspection of the welding shop indicated two uncontrolled entrances into the LAA from the shop
via large windows that crank open. This appears to show a lack of control by NPI management
regarding access into the LAA. (concern). The welding shop is a restricted area, however,
surveys at the window indicated a dose rate of 7 mR/hr. There was no “CRA” sign posted in the
area (concern).

When exiting the LAA it was determined that the initial contamination frisker was not
operational (concern). The RSO indicated that the initial frisking activities had been moved to
the frisker outside of the HECM because of temporary activities in the LAA raising the
background in the frisker area and he was unaware of the fact the unit was nonoperational. Use
of the HECM area frisker appears to potentially allow transport of significant contamination past
the shower area (concern). The RSO subsequently determined that the initial frisking station
could be made operati_orf%oy replacing the detector.

LAA parameters 2001

pH 5-6

conductivity 1-5 u/Siemens-cc )

pool activity max 8 x 10™ uCi/cc avg. 6 x 10” uCi/cc

large volume air sampling maximum 1.7 x 10 7 uCi /ee

monthly dumpster surveys—background

minipump airborne (hot cell) 1.1 x 10 3 uCi /e |

since 9/2000 all meters calibrated on quarterly frequency

mventory and leak test of sealed sources last conducted 3/28/2001 all <.005 uCi
contamination smears maximum noted in March 2001 to rear of hot cell door 606,000

A



dpnv/ 100cm’ (licensee states due to radioprocessing recycle for D-II)
respirator maintenance check conducted monthly

MISCELLANEOUS

The licensee provided training documentation upon sign in to the facility. All visitors must
initial that they have reviewed this documentation. Three pages of the intended documentatlon
was not issued to the inspectors or other recent visitors (concern)






